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ABSTRACT
The purpose of the study was to identify the components and sub-components 
that should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature, as 
perceived by a national panel of experts in the areas of legislative ethics. A Delphi 
panel comprised of state legislators and state ethics officers was established and 
comprised of persons representing each of the four regions of the United States.
In Round One of the study, the panel identified 12 primary components and 
124 related sub-components for an ethics enhancement program in a state legislature. 
Each of the suggested items were unique and nearly all were suggested by more than 
one panelist.
In Round Two, the Delphi panel used a five point anchored scale to rate the 
importance of 12 primary components and 124 sub-components identified by the 
Delphi panel in Questionnaire # One. All 12 components were rated important, four 
were rated moderately important, seven of them substantially important, and one 
highly important.
In Round Three of the study, members of the panel were presented with 
a report of his or her rating of importance for each item, and with the mean rating of 
each item. Each was asked to review previous ratings and consider changing their 
rating on those items he or she was not in consensus with the mean rating of the entire 
panel. Consensus was operationally defined as when more than 51 % of the members 
of the panel rated a component or sub-component within plus or minus one rating
-xii-
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point of the mean rating of the panel. By this definition, a consensus was reached on 
all 12 components and 124 related sub-components.
The major recommendation coming from the study was that an ethics 
enhancement program for each state be undertaken, and should begin with a Delphi 
study, using the data gathered from Questionnaire # One in this study as a “seed” 
document in the proposed study. Also included in the enhancement program for each 
state would be a mandatory training program for new legislators, and an ongoing 
continuing education in ethics for all legislators.
•xiii-
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
“Never before have American politicians and political institutions been held in 
as much contempt by the publics they serve” (Rosenthal, 1995, p. 1). This noted author 
and Director of the Engleton Institute at Rutgers University is not only a professor of 
political science, but a consultant to numerous legislative bodies as well. He has been 
labeled by The Twentieth Century Fund President, Richard C. Leone, as probably the 
nation’s leading expert on state legislatures.
Rosenthal has stated that while skepticism and even cynicism is not a 
completely new phenomenon in the nation and the states, he believes that the 
negativism of the American people appears to have reached new heights lately. He 
also ventured that if it persists, it can do grave damage to a political system that, in his 
opinion, for all its imperfections, still serves the nation well. He is convinced that a 
good part of the problem, certainly as the public perceives it, lies in the ethical failings 
of the system, officeholders and other who benefit from it (Rosenthal 1995).
Michael Josephson is a writer in the area of ethics in general, and 
very concerned about political ethics. He wrote, “There is much confusion today in 
government about what types of behaviors are politically ethical. It is apparent that not 
only do journalists have different views of what constitutes proper behavior, but so do 
politicians.” (Josephson, Lee, Fell, & Tyler, 1992, p. 19).
1
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Josephson suggested that when this type of ambiguity manifests itself in
certain behaviors such as granting favors to campaign contributors or using staff to do
partisan politics, it gives rise to frustration with government and frustration with the
media. This founder of the Josephson Institute for the Advancement of Ethics has
indicated that the solution is more that the mere assigning of blame and attempting to
make the according adjustments (Josephson, Lee, Fell & Tyler, 1992).
Frederick M. Herrmann, the 1993 recipient of the Annual Award of the
Council on Governmental Ethics Laws for his continued efforts to promote the highest
level of ethical conduct between governmental officials and candidates for public
office, is the author of many publications about history and governments. He has
argued that although many American citizens do not realize it, democracy is a fragile
possession. He urged citizens and office holders to work together so that democracy
be maintained and protected. In the words of Herrmann (1997):
In a period when public opinion polls continue to demonstrate not a healthy 
skepticism but a harmful cynicism toward government, a prudent person 
should be concerned. But in an era when distrust of public officials and 
institutions has gone so far that militia groups have been formed and domestic 
terrorism has begun, it is time for clear and decisive action, (p. 19)
Further, Herrmann suggested that based on a review and summary of
studies in the field, the inability of federal, state and local governmental ethic agencies
to administer and enforce workable and equitable laws, should be of grave concern to
anyone interested in the future of the democratic political system (Herrmann, 1997).
2
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Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson & Walter beginning in 1981 conducted a 
research project for the Hastings Center, on Legislative and Representative Ethics. 
Among the objectives were suggestions for new ways to encourage not only ethical 
reflection by legislators, but ethical conduct as well. One of the suggestions contained 
in the report of the study was that legislatures should do more to encourage and 
support discussions o f ethical issues among legislators. Another suggestion was that 
presentations on general issues of legislative ethics, as well as discussions of the 
rationales behind the formal codes and regulations, should be incorporated into 
legislative orientation sessions and training programs conducted by universities and 
other organizations. “Ethics seminars have been successfully conducted in Congress 
and in several state legislatures on an ad-hoc basis; such seminars should be 
established in all legislatures on a regular basis” (Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson & 
Walter, 1985, p. 52).
Rosenthal raised the issue of training, and endorsed the concept of 
regular training programs for legislators. He indicated that it has been his experience 
that once legislators embark upon a discussion of ethical issues; they take the subject 
seriously and make a headway, and in time legislators increase their ethical 
competence, that is, their ability to reason morally (Rosenthal, 1995).
Gutmann and Thompson has raised the issue of training and wrote, “Without a 
trained capacity for moral deliberation, legislators will be ruled only by habit and 
tradition” (Gutmann & Thompson, 1985, p. 187).
3
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In another publication, Gutmann and Thompson reminded their readers 
that knowing how to think ethically about the means and ends o f public policy is 
essential, not only for officials but all participants in the democratic process. They 
also point out a difficulty that according to them, is a part o f political ethics. The 
described difficulty points out that the average citizen in everyday life, must choose 
among the many things that one would ideally like to accomplish. These choices 
generally do not raise the same difficult moral questions as in politics, because in 
private life one is not responsible for acting in the interest of so many other people and 
reconciling their conflicts over such a wide range of goals. Competing preferences, 
scarce resources, and stakes as high as life and death, combine with the duties of office 
to make the many choices among and about policy goals morally hard ones (Gutmann 
& Thompson, 1989).
Assessing ethics theories from a democratic perspective was addressed by 
Wall. He stressed two problems with traditional theorists who believe that the 
foundation o f ethical action is made up of true objective ideals that can be used to 
inform ethical decision making. The two problems are noted here.
1. First, a traditionalist ethic cannot be democratic because there is no reasoned 
dialogue among peers to determine the nature and scope of values; in a democracy, 
values are enactments, not discoveries.
2. Second, every attempt to establish true values by philosophical argument has failed. 
There is no accepted philosophical system (Wall, 1991).
4
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Rosenthal cited other difficulties in the area of legislative ethics, that 
are practical, or functional in nature. The first difficulty cited was that legislators have 
less and less discretion to decide substantive issues in management of the legislative 
institution, particulary in the area of ethics. Another cited difficulty was the media-led 
assault on so-called perks of office has deterred legislators from providing resources 
needed for the institution to function effectively. Rosenthal stated that an exploitative 
nature of media coverage and the negative nature of political campaigns have caused 
the public’s assessment of its representative institutions to be at an all time low. 
Another difficulty cited was that parties and candidates accuse each other of ethical 
violations, and the accusations are carried over into the legislative process (Rosenthal, 
1995, pp. 12-13).
Williams raised another complexity in the discussion of ethical behavior in the 
area of politics. This complexity is the justifying of some questionable acts. The 
purported justification; sometimes questionable acts were necessary because they 
were done for some political objective, permitting some worthy political project to be 
reached. The argument sometimes presented is that worthy political projects would 
fail without participation in the questionable acts by politicians. In addition to 
questionable acts for these so called worthy political reasons, there are more insidious 
cases, in which the unpalatable act seemed necessary; not to achieve any clear-cut and 
noble objective, but to preempt opposition to a worthy project, or to prevent a worthy 
project from becoming impossible later (Williams, 1988).
5
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Thompson raised the question of whether legislative ethics is possible and
suggested that the doubts raised by such a question go deeper than the cynicism
customarily expressed about politicians. The author stated that the question would be
raised, even if  all legislators tried to act ethically. In the words of Thompson (1996):
Legislative ethics is possible if the requirements are interpreted in the context 
of the legislative process. The requirements constrain the conduct of 
legislators, but not in a way that prevents them from performing their proper 
roles as representatives. The tension between their ethical and political 
demands, though both may be rooted in a common ethics, is never fully 
resolved. The ethical legislator is constantly tempted-- and often obligated-to 
satisfy particular claims, to defer to reasons irrelevant to the merits of 
legislation, and to conceal personal and political activity that citizens may wish 
to know. How these conflicts should be resolved at any political moment is 
best decided in a legislative process that observes the requirements of 
legislative ethics. In a process in which legislators act publicly and 
autonomously on general principles, both legislators and citizens stand a better 
chance of finding a resolution that, however temporary, respects the 
fundamental values that they share, (p. 122)
Another factor, when considering legislative ethics is the lack of a consensus
on fundamental issues: including the definition and scope of legislative ethics, the
standards against which legislative conduct is judged, and who will be the judge of
legislative conduct. Saxon, former counsel of the Select Committee on Ethics of the
United States Senate, addressed the lack o f a consensus. Saxon wrote (1985):
The first issue on which there are little consensuses is the most fundamental: 
What is legislative ethics?, How do we define it, and what is its proper scope? 
One obvious parameter which helps define legislative ethics is that legislators 
should not break the law. They should not engage in bribery. They should not 
sell, or trade on, their office. But to define ethics by reference to the criminal 
law is to provide only a floor of minimal standards of conduct; “serve and 
break no laws” as an aspirational norm for legislators addresses questions of 
criminal procedure and rules of evidence more than it does conduct befitting 
the dignity of legislative institutions. Legislative ethics obviously means more
6
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than simply break no laws; more than avoid going to jail. Many would suggest 
that ethics is defined in terms of a “higher standard” - higher than the 
aspirational norms against which we measure the conduct of the average 
citizen. Having said this, though, what does it mean? What is this higher 
standard which gives meanings to legislative ethics and practical guidance to 
legislators? (pp. 197-198)
According to ethicist Michael Josephson, attempts are underway to address
problems in the area o f legislative ethics. Josephson has written (1991):
Although there has been a proliferation of ethics legislation and rule-making, 
especially at the federal level, most states and municipalities do not have 
adequate laws. Many have only disclosure requirements with no reliable 
investigation or enforcement process, and loopholes you could drive though 
with a wide-bodied trailer. Eventually, most jurisdictions will adopt 
comprehensive minimal standards of conduct establishing tough conflicts of 
interest rules that limit gifts, trips, discounts, honoraria, certain forms of 
compensation and business transactions, fund-raising timing and techniques, 
the use of campaign funds, and lobbying activities. Until they do so, however, 
one can expect the parade of scandals to continue, (p.51)
A former member of the Nevada State Assembly, and the Nevada State Senate,
Jean Ford stated that something needs to be done by legislators to address the
problems in legislative ethics. In the words of Ford (1985):
Legislative leaders must take more responsibility for setting the tone and 
performing as role models for ethical behavior. Pre session orientations, 
especially for the newly elected, are essential; and should include review of 
the laws and rules of procedure, sources of information and counsel, and 
candid discussion of social and ethical norms and how potential problems can 
be avoided, (p. 270)
Two major studies addressed the issue of a general lack of understanding 
in the area of legislative ethics. Together these studies indicated that the lack of 
understanding lies both with members o f legislative bodies as well with the citizens 
who elect them.
7
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One study (1992), Actual & Apparent Impropriety: A.Report on Ethical Norms 
and Attitudes in State Legislatures bv the Josephson Institute of Ethics, cited the lack 
of understanding on the part of legislators. Included among the findings: "While 
many ethically dubious acts can be attributed to deliberate wrongdoing and flouting of 
laws, many o f them come about as a result of a lack of understanding about what types 
of behaviors are ethical or proper” (Josephson, Lee, Fell & Tyler, 1992, p. 1).
In another major study by Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson and Walter (1985) 
entitled, The Ethics of Legislative Life: A Report bv the Hastings Center, there is 
reported on the part of citizens, a lack of understanding in the area of legislative ethics. 
A number of areas in which citizens lack an understanding were enumerated. The 
study stated (1985):
Moreover, citizens often do not understand the gray areas of legislative ethics. 
They lack clearly stated criteria, and rationales, which could be provided by 
legislative ethics codes, with which to evaluate the justifications that legislators 
offer in defense of their behavior. When legislators feel that they will not be 
evaluated reasonably and fairly by their constituents, they have little incentive 
to remain accountable, or to offer properly informative explanations for their 
activities. Finally, citizens generally have a poor understanding of the nature of 
the legislative process, both its strengths and its weaknesses, therefore not fully 
equipped to place the ethical obligations o f legislators in proper context, (p.63)
Statement of the Problem 
According to Rosenthal, in the area of politics, governmental policy, and 
ethics, as one reviews the literature in these areas there is found: skepticism, cynicism, 
and a negativism of the American people about government officeholders and others 
who benefit from it. While skepticism and even cynicism of Americans about public
8
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officer holders is not a new phenomena, it appears to have reached unprecedented 
heights. Part of the problem, as the public perceives it, lies in the ethical failings of the 
system (Rosenthal, 1995).
Josephson (1992) expressed concern about the confusion that exist today, 
relative to what types of behaviors are politically ethical. He cited politicians as one 
of the groups who apparently have different views o f what constitutes proper behavior 
(Josephson, Lee, Fell & Tyler, 1992).
Purpose and Objectives 
The purpose of this study was to identify the components and sub-components 
to be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature, as perceived 
by a national panel of experts in the area of legislative ethics.
Objectives of the Study 
The research objectives of the study were identified as follows.
1. Obtain and compile a list of suggested components and sub-components that should 
be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature.
2. Request the panel members to rate each of the suggested components and sub­
components, relative to their importance.
3. Ask panel members to: review the mean rating of importance for each component 
and sub-component, compare that rating with individual rating of importance, and 
reach a consensus of opinion on the importance of each of the suggested components 
and sub-components.
9
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Significance of the Study 
When the findings o f this study are reported to the panel members who are 
in positions of leadership in state legislatures and positions of administering state 
ethics laws in their respective states, a number of significant results are possible. One 
is that the results could by synthesizing and extending knowledge in the area of 
legislative ethics, provide initiative and a foundation for addressing solutions to the 
problems identified in this study. Another result could be the establishment of ethics 
enhancement programs in various state legislatures throughout the United States.
Operational Definitions 
The following terms were operationally defined to assist panel members in 
their role of this study. These operational definitions primarily obtained from the 
American Heritage Talking Dictionary (1994), and used with modifications, are 
presented now and should help the reader in the interpretation of this study.
•  Component- A part of or an ingredient of a program.
•  Sub-component - A function of a component as defined above.
•  Consensus - When 51% of the respondents have rated a component or sub­
component within plus or minus one point of the mean, using a five point 
anchored( Likert-type) scale of importance.
•  Ethics - Rules or standards governing conduct of a person, or a profession.
•  Enhancement - To improve, make greater, or reform.
•  Legislative Ethics - Rules or standards, governing the conduct of a legislator.
10
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•  Program - Official policy, plan, model to follow, or strategies to carry out.
•  State Legislature - Any state legislature in the United States of America.
•  Values/Principles - The qualities considered worthwhile or desirable. Note: 
The researcher’s preference was to operationally define values and principles 
independently. Because the two terms were often used interchangeably in the 
literature, they were given a common operational definition.
Possible Limitations Of Study 
This researcher has asserted a need for this study in the Statement of the 
Problem. He is fully convinced of the Significance of the Study, but acknowledges 
possible limitations of the study. One limitation may be the problem of how to 
implement the suggested components and sub-components identified in this study. 
Problems in this area could be complicated because of the different constitutional 
provisions and restrictions of various states. This anticipated limitation or any other 
yet unnamed possible limitations should not impede further study in the area of 
legislative ethics. This researcher is aware of possible limitations, but anxious to 
address them.
11
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CHAPTER 2 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction
A comprehensive manual search of publications and studies known by and 
familiar to the researcher was conducted. Random calls to organizations and institutes 
known to have conducted studies and published in the areas of ethics, especially in the 
areas of governmental and legislative ethics, was a significant part of the manual 
search. This researcher credits the identification and securement of many reference 
sources to conversations with and inquires of many practitioners in the areas of 
legislative service, ethics enhancement, and ethics enforcement.
A computerized search o f  LOLA (Louisiana Online Library Access), the online 
catalog for Louisiana State University Libraries was also carried out, primarily using 
the descriptors: “Delphi techniques,” “Ethics,” “Ethics enhancement programs,” 
“Governmental ethics,” and “Legislative ethics.” Several commercial carriers were 
used for Internet searches of World Wide Webb databases.
Provided in this chapter is a review of the literature in four major subject areas.
•  The Delphi technique.
•  Definitions of legislative ethics.
•  Values and principles of legislative ethics.
•  Components and sub-components for an ethics enhancement program in a state 
legislature.
12
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Delphi Techniqw?
According to The World Book Encyclopedia. Delphi was a town situated on 
the southern slope of Mount Parnassus. The town had the oldest and most influential 
religious sanctuary in ancient Greece. The ancient Greeks believed that the site of 
Delphi was sacred to the gods of Apollo and Delphi contained the main temple of 
Apollo. From that sanctuary a woman oracle, called Pythia would utter weird sounds 
while in a frenzy and people believed that these sound were the words o f Apollo. 
Temple priests interpreted these words to the people and the people sought her advice. 
As a result this oracle had a great influence on Greek religion, economics and politics. 
This influence continued until The Christian Roman emperor, Theodosius closed the 
temple in A. D. 390 (The World Book Encyclopedia. 1985).
Levoy gave an additional historical insight into the origin of the Delphi 
technique. He described the physical aspect of the learning environment. He also 
described some of the principals and procedures involved in the original Delphi 
method; used to obtain answers to questions, primarily in the areas of politics, religion, 
and morality. Persons seeking answers to their question; first passed though a 
passageway with the proclamation of Socrates, “Know Thyself’, inscribed overhead. 
They cleansed themselves in a spring which still bubbles out of the ground at the 
believed site, North of Athens. They paid a fee, offered a sacrifice, and then posed 
their question in a loud and clear voice to the resident priestess. Requirements of the 
priestess was that she be wise, mature, and over fifty years of age (Levoy, 1997).
13
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In 1975, Sackman presented the more contemporary Delphi method that has 
incorporated the name of this ancient Greek city. Generally Sackman described it as a 
method which usually involves iterative questionnaires, and is administered to 
individual experts in a manner protecting the anonymity o f their responses in an 
attempt to elicit expert opinion in a systematic manner for useful results. The 
feedback of results accompanies each iteration of the questionnaires that continue until 
a convergence of opinion or a point of diminishing returns is reached. The end product 
of a Delphi study is the consensus of the experts, usually organized as a written report 
by the Delphi investigator. At the time Sackman authored his book, he was serving as 
Senior Information Scientist with the Rand Corporation, working in the areas of policy 
studies, telecommunications, and man-computer problem solving. The Delphi 
technique originated at the Rand Corporation starting in 1948 where 14 documents 
using the Delphi technique were produced between 1948 and 1963 (Sackman, 1975).
During the same year, Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gaustafson described the 
Delphi technique as a group process which utilizes written responses to a series of 
questionnaires. The first questionnaire asks individuals to respond to a broad question 
which might focus upon problems, objectives, and or solutions. Each subsequent 
questionnaire builds upon responses of the preceding questionnaire. The process stops 
when a consensus has been approached among participants, or when the researcher has 
determined that a sufficient information exchange between the participants has been 
obtained (Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gaustafson, 1975).
14
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson also proposed and discussed 
questions and statements about the Delphi technique. The two questions by the 
authors, their answers, and parts of their discussion are presented below.
1. How has Delphi been used? Delphi has been used in many different settings. 
Included were technological forecasting, evaluation of strengths and weakness of 
information systems, identification of problems, their solutions, and a wide range of 
program-planning and administrative concerns.
2. When Should Delphi not be used? Delphi should not be used when time is limited 
(minimal time for a Delphi is about 45 days), when groups have difficulty in reading 
or in expressing themselves in written communications, and when the interest and 
commitment of the participants are lacking (p. 84).
These authors identified ten key steps of the Delphi process. These steps 
follow with a brief summary of the author’s explanations of each step.
1. Develop the Delphi question. It is essential that respondents understand the initial 
broad question which is the focus of the Delphi technique. If not, the respondents may 
answer inappropriately or become frustrated and lose interest.
2. Select and contact respondents. It is unrealistic to expect effective participants 
unless respondents feel personally involved in the issue/s addressed by the study, have 
pertinent information to share, are motivated to include the Delphi task in their 
schedule of competing task, and feel the aggregation of judgements by a panel will 
include information they also value.
15
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3. Select sample size. The size of the respondent panel is variable. With a 
homogeneous group of people, 10 to 15 participants might be enough. However, in 
cases where there are various reference groups, several hundred people might 
participate. Generally few new ideas are generated within a homogeneous group once 
the size exceeds 30 well-chosen participants.
4. Develop Questionnaire # One and test. The first questionnaire can take on several 
forms and may have more than one question, but each question should be clear and 
open ended. A test for clarity can be conducted with a smaller panel that does not 
include members of the sample to be surveyed.
5. Analysis of Questionnaire # One. After the information has been received from 
the respondents, a summary list containing all different responses to the first 
Questionnaire is prepared. Careful attention should be given to eliminate duplications 
and at the same time, not to omit any of the suggested responses.
6. Develop Questionnaire # Two and test. In Questionnaire # Two, participants are 
asked to review the list of items, rate the importance of each item, comment on them if 
they wish, and return the questionnaire by a certain date. As in Questionnaire # One, a 
test for clarity can be conducted with a smaller panel, not including members of the 
formal Delphi panel.
7. Analysis of Questionnaire # Two. The analysis of Questionnaire # Two should 
measure and record the importance of each item as assigned by the respondents, and 
summarize any comments made by the respondents.
16
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8. Develop Questionnaire # Three and test. Having identified the issues in 
Questionnaire # One; rated the importance of each issue, and commented on the issues 
in Questionnaire # Two, the third and final questionnaire permits the participants to 
review the responses again. Also provided for the panel member is an opportunity to 
compare his or her rating of each item with the panel mean rating of importance for 
each item, and offer the final rating of the importance for each item in an attempt to 
reach a consensus. The final questionnaire should be tested for clarity with a smaller 
panel which does not include any members of the formal Delphi panel.
9. Analysis of Questionnaire # Three. The analysis of this final questionnaire should 
generally follow the procedure as followed in Questionnaire # Two. The analysis 
should ascertain the rank of importance assigned to each of the items and a summary 
of any comments offered.
10. Prepare a final report. The analysis of Questionnaire # Three can be used as a 
partial vehicle for feedback, but a final report summarizing the goals and the results of 
the study should also be made by the researcher. The significance of a study is 
ultimately realized in the reporting phase.
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson made it clear that the suggestions 
offered by them do not constitute the only Delphi format. Rather they stated, “Delphi 
is a decision making tool and should be modified to respond to the needs of the 
individual decision makers.” Examples of modifications were illustrated (p. 106).
17
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A few years later, Parker and Taylor noted the modification o f the Delphi
technique relative to its original beginnings when it primarily was used as a forecasting
tool to its broad used today, in arriving at a consensus as to the desirability of certain
actions or outcomes. In the words of Parker and Taylor (1980):
The Delphi technique, developed by Olaf Helmer, is a procedure that uses key 
informants to obtain a consensus among identified experts without face-to-face 
encounters. Consensuses are achieved by having the respondents complete a 
series of questionnaires, which are interspersed with controlled opinion 
feedback. The Delphi technique was originally used as a forecasting tool, that 
is, to predict events and their probably times of occurrence. But the technique 
has since been broadened and used as a way to arrive at a consensus as to the 
desirability of certain events or outcomes, (pp. 2-3)
The Delphi technique has been called both qualitative and quantitative
research. Patton (1990) identifies the Delphi technique as being qualitative. Farmer
(1995) describes his study, A Delphi Study of Tech Prep Initiatives in Higher
Education: Research Priorities in Teacher Education, as both qualitative and
quantitative. He further described a Delphi approach accordingly, “A Delphi
approach uses the informed judgements of respondents to eventually reach a consensus
regarding selected topics” (Farmer, 1995, p. 33).
Finch and Crunkilton spoke to the usefulness of the Delphi technique,
as it relates to goal setting activities. “The Delphi technique has been found to be a
most useful tool in setting priorities, establishing goals and forecasting the future”
(Finch & Crunkilton 1984, p. 163).
In 1994, Lutz and Iden pointed to another valuable aspect of the Delphi
technique, broad participation by experts. “A valuable aspect of the Delphi is its
18
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potential for broad participation by local and national experts and its relevance to the
objectives of the study” (Lutz & Iden, 1994, p. 12).
More recently, Winzenried stressed the importance of anonymity. In his study.
anonymity was important to both the panel and the members of the team that reviewed
the responses of the panel, especially in that it allowed equal consideration for all of
the ideas presented. Winzenried wrote (1997):
The issue of anonymity was considered of primary importance. There was no 
provision in the current study for collusion between team members although 
most would have been aware of the identity of some names in particular. 
Following each round of considerations, comments made and agreements put 
forward were re circulated among the team without names being attached.
This was a deliberate attempt to concentrate team members on their views of 
major developments as well as the fundamental arguments without allowing 
them to be deflected by another member’s perceived academic statue, 
experience or location. Thus, the tendency to judge only those developments 
suggested by the most notable panelist was largely eliminated by virtue of 
anonymity, (p. 337)
Kramer stressed in 1995 what he considered to be an invaluable and important 
function of anonymity as provided by the Delphi technique. According to Kramer, the 
anonymity of the research design allowed participants to express what he labeled as 
“politically incorrect” opinions. Consequently, the findings were significantly 
different between publicly expressed institutional values and the “real” institutional 
values (Kramer, 1995).
In 1975, Linstone and Turoff explored a number of characteristics that 
surround the Delphi technique. Five characteristics viewed as having advantages over 
other techniques of addressing or solving problems are identified here.
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1. Anonymity which permits open discussion.
2. Equal flow of information to and from all members o f the panel.
3. Minimization of psychological or emotional effects.
4. Minimization of the time demand placed upon members o f the panel.
5. Minimization of the cost involved (Linstone and Turoff, 1975).
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson (1975) presented several identifying 
characteristics of a Delphi study. Some of these characteristics are presented here.
1. A structured series of questionnaires and feedback reports.
2. A high task and problem orientation focus.
3. A low variability between respondents of panel.
4. Thinking that is highly isolated, has high quality and high specificity.
5. Panel members’ equality.
6. Panel members’ freedom not to conform.
7. Panel members’ medium levels of task motivation and felt accomplishment.
8. Panel members’ high level of closure.
9. Majority rule of pooled (collective) independent judgements (p. 32).
Definitions of Legislative Ethics 
In a guide to ethics management, Navran (1992) defined a number of terms that 
his training and consulting firm have adopted for use in ethics management work.
Some of these which have been used to help establish and clarify an understanding of 
“definitions of ethics” are presented on the following page.
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1. Ethics. How one acts out one’s values. The behavior that implements one’s 
definition o f right, fair and good.
2. Ethical conflict. The condition where one’s values are mutually exclusive or where 
one’s behavior is inconsistent (incongruent) with one’s values.
3. Ethical congruence. The condition where one’s values are mutually supportive 
(aligned), or where one’s behavior is consistent with one’s values.
4. Ethical dilemma. The situation where a decision maker must choose between two 
or more courses o f action, none, of which is totally congruent with the operative set of 
values.
5. Ethical effectiveness. The degree to which one’s ethics are congruent with one’s 
values. The extent to which one acts is in keeping with one’s beliefs.
6. Ethics gap. The difference between stated values and behaviors. The difference 
between values and perceived requirements of expectations.
7. Formal system. The codified rules governing an organization, including its 
operating structures, policies, procedures, methods and other forms of self-definition.
8. Informal systems. Those leadership behaviors and operating norms which fill the 
gaps left by the formal system.
9. Systems theory. The understanding of organizational entities as being composed of 
interconnected elements where change in one element causes change in the other.
10. Values. What one believes to be right, fair and good. One’s most dearly held 
beliefs used to guide and influence one’s behavior (p. 7).
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The Dreiford Group provided five modules that relate specifically to 
the area of ethics. Module I presents the Dreiford definitions and understandings 
about what ethics is and is not. Information in the introduction to Module I should 
contribute to one’s understanding of a definition of ethics. According to the Dreiford 
Group (1993):
There is frequently a degree o f confusion as to how the concepts defined as 
“values,” “morals,” and “ethics” relate to one another. Often, for example, we 
tend to use the words “immoral” and “unethical” interchangeably. Even 
Webster’s Dictionary uses the word “ethics” in its definition of “morals” and 
“values” and vice versa. Values, morals, and ethics, however, are distinct 
concepts, (p. 2)
The Dreiford Group also defined the terms referenced in the statement above. 
Those definitions are presented below.
1. Values. Personal beliefs which underpin moral and ethical behavior.
2. Morals. Sense of right and wrong, our morals are judgements we make.
3. Ethics. A framework developed to help guide, influence, and determine one’s 
behaviors, that results in decisions and behaviors, consistent with the values 
professed, and the moral stances taken (pp. 2-3).
Hospers stated that there are primarily two areas of ethics. In the words of 
Hospers (1997):
“Meta-ethics” is the subject that deals with the meanings of ethical terms. In 
spite o f many thousands of pages in books and scholarly periodicals in which 
meta-ethical tissues are discussed, not much agreement on these issues has 
resulted. “Normative ethics” is the subject that deals with substantive issues 
such as what ends are good, what acts are right, what polices are just, and for 
what actions a person should be held responsible, (p. 253)
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Hitt (1990) discussed a number of definitions o f an ethical system, and then 
offered his definition as, “a set of interrelated values concerning preferable modes of 
conduct”( p. 98). The author also discussed a number o f  ethical system, and then 
offered four ethical systems. The four systems presented were as follows:
•  End-result ethics.
•  Rule ethics.
•  Social contract ethics.
•  Personalistic ethics.
These four systems according to Hitt, were selected because each has achieved 
noteworthy status in the philosophy of ethics. Further, each reflects a different mode 
of being and even though there are many other ethical systems, an understanding of 
these four should provide a reasonably broad perspective of different approaches to 
ethics (p. 99).
Hitt suggested that when one faces a situation with two choices; he or she 
should consider the likely consequences associated with each of the alternatives (end- 
results ethics). Next, review any laws or rules that would apply to the particular 
situation (rule ethics). Then consider the norms and customs of the particular 
organization within which one is taking action (social contract ethics). Finally, reflect 
on personal convictions regarding the matter (personalistic ethics) (pp.132-133).
Hitt created a table entitled Principal Ethical Systems (Hitt 1990, p. 99). ( See 
Table 1.)
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l a h k l
Principal Ethical Systems
Ethical System_____________ Proponent____________  Definition
End-result
ethics
John Stuart Mill 
(1806-1978
The moral rightness 




Rule ethics Immanuel Kant 
(1724-1804)
The moral rightness 
of an action is 




Jean Jacques Rousseau 
(1712-1778)
The moral rightness 
of an action is 
determined by the 







The moral rightness 
of an action is 
determined by one’s 
conscience. ______________
Note: This table was taken from Hitt 1990, p. 99.
Hitt (1990) stated that each different view of ethics has a different locus of 
authority. Each view and its corresponding locus of authority are presented below.
•  End results ethics- locus of authority is in expected consequences.
•  Rules ethics- locus of authority is in laws and standards.
•  Social contract ethics- locus of authority is in the customs and norms of 
community and society.
•  Personalistic ethics- locus of authority is in one’s conscience (p. 190).
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Legislative ethics was operationally defined in Chapter 1 of this study as the
“Rules or standards, governing the conduct of a legislator.” The definition was
provided (with some modifications) by American Heritage Talking Dictionary (1994).
That operational definition will be used as a starting point for summarizing the various
definitions of “Legislative ethics.”
Two different types of ethical problems that arise in legislative life, are
problems of regulation and dilemmas of obligation. In the first instance, the activity in
question is clearly unethical and the problem is how to prevent the act. In the second
instance, individuals motivated to do right, cannot always know what is the right thing
to do. Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson, and Walter (1985) wrote:
We define the concepts of “ethics” broadly to apply not only to individual 
corruption, conflict of interest, and the use of office for personal financial gain, 
but also to the entire range of “normal” legislative activities and decisions.
The later bear on a legislator’s duty to promote the public good, to represent 
the legitimate interest of constituents, to exercise autonomous legislative 
judgement, to maintain the proper constitutional functioning of legislative 
institutions, and to treat other individuals with justice, beneficence, and 
respect. By definitions, ethics focuses on questions of right and wrong, good 
and evil, benefit and harm. These questions arise whenever an individual or 
group exercise power over others, and ethical conduct is required to transform 
effective power into legitimate authority. In legislative life, the exercise of 
power is ubiquitous and necessary; hence, ethical issues are pervasive and 
unavoidable, (p. 53)
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Minimalist ethics is the form of legislative ethics most familiar, and consists of 
rules that prohibit conflicts of financial interest. It prescribes only a small area of 
conduct. The prescriptions are relatively objective rules, which can be accepted by 
legislators who disagree on fundamental moral and political values. It does not dictate 
any particular role or any substantive political theory.
Functionalist ethics is the form of ethics that defines the duties of legislators in 
terms of traditional political theory, assigning the functions of legislators to that of 
trustee, and/or delegate. Because legislators must choose among many different roles, 
and because the rightness of that choice depends on the state of the system in which 
they make it, legislative ethics cannot specify in advance a particular set of duties for a 
legislator.
Rationalist ethics is the form that bases legislative ethics on substantive 
principles of political theory, such as the common-good. Such principles are attractive 
since they seem to provide a more comprehensive and secure foundation than other 
approaches. The principles are more coherent than the prohibitions of minimalist 
ethics. They are less vulnerable to variability that functionalist prescriptions manifest 
because their validity does not depend on what other legislators do (Thompson, 1988).
Gutmann and Thompson pointed out an important difference between 
ordinary ethics and legislative ethics. That is, legislative ethics is both more 
permissive and more restrictive than ordinary ethics. It is more permissive because it 
allows legislators to place particular interests ahead of the general interest. Legislators
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are sometimes expected to vote in the interest of his/her constituents, even if is 
contrary to the public interest. The justification is that such a system is more likely to 
best serve the general interest o f the public, in the long run. Given such a system, a 
legislator who always neglects his constituents to serve noble causes may actually 
betray his trust; after all, he promised his constituents to look after their interests. This 
does not eliminate the conflict between legislative ethics and ordinary ethics. It may 
help clarify the nature of that conflict by showing that the problem of legislative ethics 
is a problem of the duties of a role in a system. The same conclusion emerges when 
one considers how legislative ethics may be more restrictive than ordinary ethics. 
Legislators may be held to standards that if enforced against ordinary citizens, would 
violate their rights. Legislators may be required, for example, to disclose more about 
their personal lives than citizens are expected to disclose even to their employers. The 
justification is; first, legislators have significant power over people and act as agents of 
the people, so people need to know more about them than about other citizens.
Second, legislators take office aware of the demands of public officials, so it can be 
said, they consent to their more stringent demands when ever they run for or seek 
public office (Gutmann & Thompson, 1985).
Rosenthal (1995) noted that other professions also have had to confront ethical 
issues and the way in which they handled them may be instructive for legislators. He 
pointed out that even if legislators are not professionals in the same sense of other 
professions (e.g., attorneys, and physicians), it is possible to cast light on the ethical
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problems legislators face, by looking at the professions. To compare ethical problems 
of legislators with professions and their ethical problems, Rosenthal discussed 
characteristics of the professions in five different areas. Those areas and the 
discussion are presented as follows.
1. Professions are characterized by a body of abstract knowledge and prolonged 
training before entry. Professional schools draw on a large literature and provide two, 
three, four or more years of specialized education. Legislators, however, have no such 
body o f knowledge available, and hardly nobody trains for holding legislative office.
2. Professions are characterized by self-regulation and considerable freedom from lay 
control. In law and medicine, self-regulation is not as unquestioned as it was formerly. 
Nevertheless by comparison with legislators, the professions still exercise significant 
self-determination. They decide what credentials and training are necessary for 
admission to practice. The qualifications for legislators are few and are set down in 
constitutions, not determined on an ongoing basis by the legislature. Legislators have 
little to say and less actual influence than most are willing to admit, about who enters 
their calling, or vocation. Legislators, further more; are subject constantly to control 
by their clients, having to stand for election periodically, and respond to the demands 
of numerous special interest groups that the legislators are dependant upon for 
reelection.
3. Professions are characterized by a set of obligations. Most important in the case of 
law and medicine is the duty to client and patient- to the client’s legal rights and to the
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patient’s health. Legislators are in a very different position. They have a strong 
obligation to serve the public and promote the public interest. However, they also 
have a very real and strong obligation, perhaps an even stronger one, to their 
immediate clientele, their constituents. Another major difference is that the 
professions normally serve specific individuals while legislators by contrast, represent 
many individuals with differing interest on the same issues. It is not possible for a 
legislator to satisfy everyone. The professions have a greater possibility to do so.
4. Each of the professions depends on trust, especially layperson’s trust in the 
competence and cancers of the professional. While the basis of bust is becoming 
weaker in the professions, the degree of bust between processionals and their clients is 
still much sbonger than the degree of bust between legislators and their constituents.
5. Members of a profession are relatively autonomous, governed by professional 
norms and rules and by the marketplace. Legislators are less autonomous; dependent 
very much upon their colleagues, and particulary those in leadership positions of the 
legislature. They are dependent also on their constituents; who while reelecting most 
of the incumbents, manage to defeat some and throw scares into a number of the rest 
(Rosenthal, 1995, pp. 55-58).
Values and Principles of Legislative Ethics 
“Values” and “principles” were found to be used interchangeably in the 
literature. An example is, Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionarv-Tenth Edition, 
defines “ethics” as a “set of moral principles or values” (Mish, Morse & Novak, 1997).
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Also found in the literature, was an instance of the offering of “values and 
principles” as one term to be defined; while at the same time using varying meanings 
for “values” and “principles” when stating the definition of “values and principles.”
In the words of Josephson (1996):
Values and Principles. When we speak of values we are referring to broad, 
general beliefs or attitudes about something we prize or desire. These beliefs, 
however, guide and motivate ethical conduct only when they are translated into 
principles. Ethical principles are the rules of conduct that are derived from 
ethical values. For example, “honesty” is a value that becomes an operative in 
the form of a series of principles: tell the truth, don’t deceive, be candid, don’t 
cheat. In this way, values give rise to many principles in the forms of specific 
do’s and don’ts. (p. 7)
Hospers (1997) addressed the goal of defining ethics, somewhat in the 
Socratic tradition. Perhaps Hospers raised more questions than he provided answers.
In the process however, a number of concepts which could be regarded as values and 
principles of ethics were identified. An identification of four of the values, along with 
a summary of the discussion or explanations follows.
First is the value of Good. According to the author, an ethical meaning of 
“good” is not reflected in the common usage of the word good. Ethically speaking 
good is n o t, as summarized by Hospers, a value because of the following reasons.
1. One likes it and declares it good.
2. Good is not a value because one approves of it and calls it good.
3. Good is not a value because one says that something is good like the same way that 
one would say it is desired therefor it is good.
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4. Good is not a value because one declares that God says that it is good. By this 
definition, unbelievers could not have any views about good, but surely they do, even 
though their views might be incorrect. And according to Hospers, unbelievers often 
have strong convictions about what should be done to make the world a better place. 
Sometimes what the god of one religion declares good, is not adhered to by people of 
different religions. Even those of the same faith often differ about the meaning of 
God’s word of instruction relative to what ought to be done (pp.251-253).
Having declared that ethically speaking, good is not a value for any of the four 
reasons summarized above, Hospers offered two brief concepts of the ethical value of 
good. These two concepts are presented here.
1. Good is pro-life. For man or any living organism, the good is that which promotes 
the survival and flourishing of that organism. Any thing or any person, given to 
promoting life is good.
2. Good is fulfillment. One significant thing about being human is that a person wills 
certain ends. From one sunrise to the next, this is what gives life meaning. Ethically 
speaking, behavior is good when it helps one to fulfill worthy goals and aspirations 
(pp. 255-256).
Another value discussed by Hospers was the value of altruism which is the 
view that one ought to perform actions to help others even if doing so involves great 
loss to yourself, even loss of life. Hospers argued that pure altruists would not remain 
alive for long. They would have to eat and drink and sleep in order to stay alive, but if
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their own interests don’t count at all they would have to do without the food; if thereby 
others could have it, and before long they would starve to death. Whatever a person 
actually does in practice; most believe that some things that benefit others more than 
they, should be done. Perhaps understanding altruism as an underlying value of ethical 
behavior is best achieved when remembering that altruism, the opposite of egoism, 
points us in the direction of concern for the welfare o f others (pp. 258-259).
The next value discussed by Hospers was the famous precept of Jesus, 
love your neighbor as you love yourself. In this precept one is not told to ignore his or 
her’s own needs entirely. One is not even told not to love one’s self; but to love the 
neighbor as much as one loves his or her self. It is important in considering this 
underlying value of ethical behavior, that the implication of who is the neighbor goes 
far beyond the person next door, the local community, the state, or even the country.
A neighbor is everyone who exists. By being human, everyone in the world is a 
neighbor. What then does the value of love require of one. Love is less concerned 
with how one should feel than with what one should do. One should act as if he or she 
has an equal concern for all people, based upon a concern that he or she has for self
(pp. 260-261).
The final discussed value by Hospers was the Golden Rule; most famous for its 
advocacy was Jesus, who taught to do as one would be done by. Treat others the way 
one would want to be treated. According to Hospers, Immanuel Kant, was dissatisfied 
with the Golden Rule, questioning the motive implied in its concept. Should one be
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truthful to another person, because one wants the other persons to be truthful to him or 
her? Kant indicated that behavior, based on the concept of the Golden Rule is 
dependent on what the other person happens to want. Some may want to be treated 
with indifference, or even with cruelty. A masochists who likes to be beaten up; 
should one therefore beat him up, because that is how he likes to be treated? What if 
there is someone who prefers not to be helped, even though in trouble. Does the 
Golden Rule condone indifference to that person’s plight because that is how that 
person wants to be treated? Kant suggested another basis for ethical behavior. Before 
a certain act, one should consider what would happen if  everyone did it. Kant created 
rules about what an individual should do and consider what would happen if that rule 
was turned into universal law (Hospers, pp. 261-262,1997).
Josephson, stated (1996):
According to Immanuel Kant, the moral character of an action is determined by 
the principle upon which it is based, not upon the consequences it produces.
The foundation of morality is the ability to act rationally. A rational being is 
free to act out o f principle and to refrain from acting out of impulse. Kant 
contends that ethical obligations are “higher truths,” which must be obeyed 
regardless of the consequences and in spite of social conventions and natural 
inclinations to the contrary. Referred to as “deontological,” Kant’s view of 
ethics is duty-based. Thus, people have an absolute duty to do the right thing 
under all circumstances, and what is “right” has noting to do with the actual 
consequences produced or avoided, (p. 23)
The author further suggested that most people moderate Kant’s absolutism 
with a theory that allows the ethical person to weigh competing values in terms of 
consequences. The author-ethicist stated that this theory is classically referred to as 
consequentialism or utilitarianism. According to Josephson, this theory is based on
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the notion that the ethical merit of an act is best determined by the consequences 
produced. A more common way of expressing this theory is that the ends can justify 
the means. According to Josephson, consequentialism theory requires that a persons’s 
action should always have as its intent, to do the greatest good for the greatest number 
(Josephson, 1996).
Hitt (1990) suggested that ethics and values are closely connected, and that 
even though the nature and roles of values are difficult to comprehend, they are the 
“bedrock” of ethics. Ethics are what guides a person’s life, and any description o f a 
person’s ethics would have to revolve around his or her values. In his discussion of 
ethics and values, he offered a number of insights. Three of them are presented here.
1. Values are beliefs, they are not facts.
2. Values are enduring, they are not transient (but this does not mean they that are 
fixed).
3. Values provide guidance with respect to two aspects of our lives:
(1) Our mode of conduct, or personal behavior, and
(2) Our desired end-state of existence, or personal goals.
The importance of values to a society were also addressed by Hitt (1990). In
particular American values, or what distinguishes an American from a citizen of any
other country. In the words of the author:
American values make us who we are. They contribute to our basic beliefs 
about the nature of the good life, provide us with direction, and give meanings 
to our lives. In essence, they help us form an identity. Collectively, the values 
shape what is called a “national character.” In addition to shaping the national
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character, the values serve as the watershed for the establishment o f particular 
civic laws. Where did our laws come from? On what basis were they created? 
To a considerable extent, the laws are rooted in traditional American values 
and, over time, as the values change, the laws are modified, (p. 17)









8. Diversity of Opinions.
9. Quality of Life.
10. World Peace.
The author did not suggest rhat a person should adopt these for his or her American 
values, but to use them to help develop their own list (Hitt, 1990).
Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson & Walter (1985) identified three basic 
principles of legislative ethics. They are presented here.
1. The principle of autonomy which holds that legislators have an obligation to 
deliberate and decide free from improper influence.
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2. The principle of accountability which holds that legislators have an obligation to 
provide constituents with information and understanding necessary to exercise 
responsible democratic citizenship.
3. The principle of responsibility which holds that legislators have an obligation to 
contribute to the effective institutions functioning of the democratic legislative 
(Merton, Saxon, Stem, Thompson and Walter, 1985).
Newton (1989) provided examples of principles foundational to ethics, 
including legislative ethics. Three of those principles which the author attributes to 
the philosophy and work of Immanuel Kant, are summarized and presented below.
1. Principle of universality. A person should act in such a fashion that they would 
will their action to become universal law.
2. Principle of respect. All people are moral agents with dignity and inherent worth. 
Because o f this no person should ever treat another person as a means to an end.
3. Principle of autonomy. This principle maintains a legislator is to assume the role of 
a subject and a sovereign. Further, a legislator should work to create a society that 
recognizes all who are subject to the mles and law of that society are autonomous.
The Josephson Institute (1997) has stated that citizens should act in accordance 
with the following six ethical values: trustworthiness, respect, responsibility, fairness, 
caring, and citizenship. It is the opinion of the institute that these ethical values are 
“core ethical values.” These values are called Pillars of Character by the Josephson 
Institute of Ethics and are presented on the next page in table form. See Table 2.
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Table 2
The Six Pillars of Character
Pillars of Character
I. Trustworthiness.
•  Honesty in communications (i.e., truthfulness, sincerity, 
non-deception and candor).
•  Honesty in conduct (e.g., not stealing or cheating).
•  Integrity.
•  Reliability (promise-keeping).
•  Locality.
II. Respect.














•  Volunteerism (doing your share).
•  Law abidance.
Note: This table was taken from Nish, p. 3,1997.
A list of ethical principles that demonstrates a relationship between values and 
principles in the areas of ethics is in Table 3. The author’s note is part of Table 3.
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Table 3
Ethical Values and Principles in Public Service
Author’s note.
This list of ethical principles incorporates, the characteristics and values that most 
people associate with ethical behavior. An ethical decision systematically considers 
which, if any, of the following principles are involved.
I. Honesty. Honest persons are truthful, sincere, forthright, straightforward, frank, 
and candid. They do not cheat, steal, lie, deceive, or act deviously
II. Integrity. Persons with integrity are principled, honorable and upright. They 
are courageous and act on convictions. They will fight for their beliefs and will not 
adopt an ends justifies the means philosophy that ignores principles or be expedient 
at the expense of principle; be two-faced, or unscrupulous.
III. Promise-Keeping. Persons worthy of trust keep promises, fulfill commitments, 
abide by the spirit as well as the letter of the agreement. They do not interpret 
agreements in an unreasonably technical or legalistic manner in order to rationalize 
noncompliance or create justifications for escaping their commitments.
IV. Fidelity. Persons wordy of trust demonstrate fidelity and loyalty to persons 
and institutions by friendship in adversity, support and devotion to duty. They do 
use or disclose information learned in confidence for personal or political 
advantage. They safeguard the ability to make independent professional 
judgements by scrupulously avoiding undue influences and conflicts of interest.
V. Fairness. Fair persons manifest a commitment to justice; the equal treatment of 
individuals, and tolerance for diversity. They are open-minded; they are willing to 
admit that they are wrong, and where appropriate, change their positions and 
beliefs. They do attempt to help those in need and to avoid harming others. They 
do not overreach or take due advantage of another’s mistakes or difficulties.
Note: The table was taken from Roth, 1988 p. 153.
(table continues)
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VI. Caring. Concern for the well being of others manifest itself in compassion, 
giving, kindness, and serving. It requires one to attempt to help those in need and to 
avoid harming others.
VII. Respect. Ethical persons demonstrate respect for human dignity, privacy, and 
the right to self determination of all competent adults. They are courteous, and 
decent. They provide others with the information needed to make informed 
decisions about their own lives.
VIII. Citizenship. In a democracy, responsible citizenship is an ethical obligation.
It involves lawfulness (abiding by laws and rules of society), participation (by 
voting and expressing informed views), social consciousness and public service. 
Public sector professionals have the additional responsibility of encouraging 
participation of others; and a special obligation to respect and honor democratic 
processes o f decision making, avoiding unnecessary secrecy or concealment of 
information, and assuring that the citizenry has all the information needed to 
exercise responsible citizenship.
IX. Excellence. Ethical persons are concerned with the quality of their work. They 
pursue excellence. They are diligent, reliable, industrious, and committed. A public 
sector professional must be well informed and well prepared to exercise public 
authority.
X. Accountability. Ethical persons accept responsibility for decisions; for the 
foreseeable consequences of their actions ( and inactions), and for setting an 
example for others.
XI. Protection of Public Trust. Persons in the public sector have special obligations 
to lead by example, to safeguard and advance the integrity and reputations of the 
legislative process, to avoid even the appearance of impropriety, and take whatever 
actions necessary to correct or prevent inappropriate conduct of others.
"Jote: The table was taken from Roth, 1988 p. 153.
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Josephson has suggested that ethics require an objective examination of 
personal values, and that one must insist on honest and integrity over hypocrisy and 
corruption. Further, one cannot claim a particular religion, political philosophy, or 
sexual orientation; morally superior to another. He contended that allowing the widest 
possible latitude in matters of personal choice and conscience is critical to upholding a 
core ethical value o f treating all with respect (Josephson 1996).
Rosenthal illustrated how one state legislature has identified three basic 
principles to help guide its members in ethical behaviors. The legislature was the New 
Hampshire State Legislature. It has little staff, minimal resources, and as many as 400 
members in its house. In a ten-page booklet, the New Hampshire legislature, has set 





The first principle commands that legislators use their office to advance public 
interest; not their own. The second specifies that legislators use objective judgement, 
deciding all matters on the merits; free from conflicts of interest and improper 
influences. The third calls upon legislators to assure that government is conducted in 
a way that permits citizens to make informed judgments and hold government officials 
accountable (Rosenthal, p. 61,1995).
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Components of an Ethics Enhancement Program for a State Legislature 
In summarizing the findings from the review of the literature as it relates to the 
components and sub-components of an ethics enhancement program for a state 
legislature, consideration was first given to the components o f an ethics enhancement 
program for any organization.
Navran (1992) developed, “The Total Ethics Management Model.” and 
provided descriptive comments about each of the twelve components of the Total 
Ethics Management Model. A summary of his comments follows here.
1. Clear organization values. An organization’s values determine what leaders and 
other employees will view as important and proper. Values provide direction and 
consistency in decision making in the absence of policy, procedures or precedents.
2. Ethics strategy, goals and objectives. Every organization has an ethics strategy 
whether explicit or implied. An effective ethics strategy serves as a basis for policy 
making as well as providing guidance in daily decision making. It should define 
ethics goals and objectives and allow the organization to make and measure progress 
towards achieving increased ethical effectiveness.
3. Ethics policies and procedures. Every organization needs a set of ethics policies 
and procedures to describe how ethics strategies are to be implemented and how ethics 
goals are to be achieved. These are the vehicles the organization must use for 
communicating expectations to all members of the organization.
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4. Measures of ethical effectiveness. Once ethics policies and procedures are in place 
the organization needs to develop measurements for determining how well its ethical 
standards are working and being maintained.
5. Rewards for ethical behavior. In order to clearly demonstrate commitments to its 
values and ethical standards the organization should recognize and reward decisions 
and actions which clearly support its values and standards.
6. Guidelines for ethical decision making. Ethics guidelines offer direction and limits 
to decision makers who must deal with situations which are not addressed by specific 
policy or precedent. Guidelines provide a supplement to individual judgement.
7. Assessing the ethical climate. There is an underlying ethical climate in every 
organization which reflects collective perceptions about the organization’s values, 
norms and expectations. Perceived congruence between those perceptions and 
individual’s (personal) values encourage employee commitment to the organization.
8. Building support for ethical practices. Organizations benefit from having 
ethical practices. Support for those practices has to come from all sectors of the 
organization. That support will not automatically be present in all sectors however. It 
must be cultivated and nurtured if  it is to grow.
9. Ethical leadership practices. Ultimately the ethical effectiveness of an organization 
rests on the decisions and actions of those in a leadership role. Leader behavior 
becomes the model for what the organization requires and expects from the total 
employee body.
42
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
10. Evaluating the impact of ethical practices. Ethical practices are inherently 
valuable in the sense that they satisfy the organization’s moral and ethical obligations. 
There is also a pragmatic side to the value of ethical practices. In most cases ethically 
founded organizations are more effective and more successful in meeting their mission 
and goals.
11. Ethics education and training. Values, policies, procedures, goals and objectives 
can only have a positive impact on performance if employees are trained on the how’s 
and why’s of these ethics components. It is through training that employees are 
prepared to act on their responsibilities for the ethical effectiveness of the 
organization.
12. Respect for employees’ personal values. Whether or not employees commit to 
organizational values and work practices is in part a function of their perceptions of 
ethical congruence. Employees need to see the agreement between what they are 
being asked to do for the organization and what they believe are right, fair, and good 
(Navran 1992).
The Total Ethics Management Model is represented by a wheel with twelve spokes. 
Each spoke represents one key element of the total circumference and the hub of the 
wheel represents the interconnection of all twelve spokes. (See Figure 1.)
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Figure 1 The Total Ethics Management Model (Navran, 1992, p. 8.)
Hitt (1990) suggested seven elements for an ethics enhancement program for 
any organization. (See Table 4.)
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Table 4
Elements of an Ethics Program




•  Code of ethics.
2. Orientation of new employees.
3. An ethics seminar for managers.
4. Participative decision making.
5. Ethics issues as an agenda item in meetings.
6. An open door policy.
7. Periodic ethics reviews.
sfote: This table was taken from Hitt, 1990, p. 198.
Bowman & Ensign (1997) presented a number of charts containing information 
on a variety o f subjects for each of the 50 states. One was a section containing charts 
on, Ethics, Personal Financial Disclosure and Conflict o f Interests. One sub-section 
was entitled, Types of Disclosures, and identified, twenty-two types. This section is 
presented in table form on the next page. (See Table 5.)
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Table 5
Ethics. Personal Financial Disclosures, and Conflict of Interest; Types of Disclosures
Types of disclosures
•  Tax returns.
•  Sources of personal income.
•  Investments.
•  Sources of income of business of a partner or shareholder.
•  Ownership interest in a business.
•  Real estate interest.
•  Offices and/or directorships held.
•  Creditor indebtedness.
•  Leasers or other contracts with public entities.
•  Retainers.
•  Compensated representation before public entities.
•  Fees or honoraria.
•  Professional or occupational licensee held.
•  Reimbursement of travel expenses from private sources.
•  Deposits in financial institutions.
•  Cash surrender value of insurance.
•  Private employer or nature of private employment.___________________
\fote: This table was taken from Bowman and Ensign, 1997, pp. 138-139.
Another sub-section of the charts on, Ethics, Personal Financial Disclosure
and Conflict of Interests was entitled Restricted Activities, and identified 13
activities identified as restricted. (See Table 6.)
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Table 6
Ethics. Personal Financial Disclosures, and Conflict of Interest: Restricted Activities
Restricted Activities 
'•  Use of public position to obtain personal benefits.
•  Providing benefits to influence official actions.
•  Use o f confidential government information.
•  Post-governmental employment for a period of two years.
•  Receipt o f gifts by officials or employees that are valued in excess o f 
$250.00.
•  Representation of private clients by public officials or employees before 
public entities.
•  Receipt o f fees or honoraria by public officials or employees.
•  Financial conflicts o f interest.
•  Nepotism.
•  Political activity by employees (Does not apply to legislators).
•  Competitive bidding.
•  Outside employment or business activities by public officials or public
employees.
•  Travel payments from non government services.
\fote: This table was taken from Bowman and Ensign, 1997, pp. 138-139.
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Josephson (1991) suggested ten, elements of ethics legislation, and 
discussed each of the ten elements. A listing of those 10 elements and a summary of 
that discussion follow here.
1. Gifts. Rules should define gifts to include all manners of gratuitous benefits and 
limit the aggregate amount that can be received from any single source. Rules should 
also impose restrictions on gifts from lobbyists and others with direct interest in 
official actions. Included should be rules that deal in detail with travel and 
accommodations paid by others including payments for spouse.
2. Honoraria. Rules should define and ban honoraria unless the payment is clearly 
unrelated to governmental duties.
3. Uses o f government property and personnel. Rules should establish regulations 
prohibiting the use of government resources, facilities or employees for personal or 
partisan political purposes, and specify examples of proper and improper uses.
4. Conflicts of interest Rules should require the following acts.
•  Frequent and meaningful disclosure of income sources and investments, 
Penalties for bad faith delay or deliberate misleading disclosures.
•  Restrict or prohibit income from sources with direct or recurrent interest in 
government actions.
•  Ban or strictly regulate income on contracts with state.
•  Prohibit income from representation as a lawyer or other professional 
consultant in matters with government agencies.
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•  Require disclosure and, in some cases, disqualification where action may 
benefit an income source in a manner that raises an appearance of impropriety 
in the eyes of a reasonable observer.
•  Require compensation to be commensurate with services performed.
•  Empower an ethics commission to order special restrictions in cases o f close 
relationship to lobbyists (e.g., spouse, child).
5. Revolving door. Rules should prohibit former government officials and employees, 
including legislators and staff, from lobbying or representing special interest with 
government entities in situations where there is a reasonable possibility of undue 
influence, unfair advantage, or use of inside information.
6. Nepotism and patronage. Rules should have regulations to assure that government 
jobs and contracts are given on the basis of merit.
7. Raising and using campaigns funds. Rules should require the following.
•  Prohibit fund-raising during session, or limit period for fund-raising.
•  Forbid all with recurrent interests in legislative actions from playing a major 
role as campaign managers or fund-raisers.
•  Limit use of campaign funds to uses that are directly related to acquiring or 
holding office with no conversion to personal use.
•  Prevent transfer of funds to other campaigns or in giving of other than nominal 
gifts to campaign workers or others.
•  Sharply limit surpluses, permit only small carryover.
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•  Ban post elections fund-raising to retire debts.
8. Consultant service. Rules should establish guidelines for proper intervention and 
specify factors which make such intervention improper.
9. Whistle-blower protection. Rules should provide protection for those who report 
fund waste; abuse of office, or other improprieties.
10. Uses of legislative leadership power. Rules should have regulations to prevent the 
use of leadership power to undermine representative democracy by holding or burying 
bills or unfairly allocating public funds (Josephson, 1991).
Review of Literature-Summary 
This researcher discovered at least the following, in a review of the literature.
•  Many components and sub-components that may be suitable for ethics 
enhancement programs.
•  No apparent agreement relative to the importance of components and sub­
components that should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a 
state legislature.
•  No current organized efforts by legislative leaders and persons charged with 
administering state ethics laws; to address what some experts refer to as ethical 
failings.
•  A confirmation of the need for the study as described in Chapter 1 of this 
report.
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The methodology of this study is classified as descriptive survey research using
a modified Delphi technique. A description of both the quantitative component and
the qualitative component, as they relate to this study follow.
First in the area of the quantitative component. Ary, Jacobs, and Razavieh
(1990) has written about descriptive research:
Descriptive research studies are designed to obtain information concerning the 
current status of phenomena. They are directed toward deeming the nature of a 
situation as it exists at the time of the study. As with causal-comparative 
research, there is no administration or control o f a treatment as is found in 
experimental research. Unlike casual-comparative studies, descriptive research 
is not generally directed toward hypothesis testing. The aim is to describe 
“what exists” with respect to variables or conditions in a situation. There are 
several types of studies that may be classified as descriptive research. They 
include: (1) surveys, (2) developmental studies, (3) follow-up studies,
(4) documentary analyzes, (5) trend analyzes, and (6) correlational studies.
(p .381)
Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) identified the use of questionnaires as data- 
collection instruments that are used in both quantitative and qualitative research. A 
survey is described as a term that is frequently used to describe research that involves 
administering questionnaires or interviews. The data collected was identified as 
characteristics, experiences, and opinions of the sample. Questionnaires are defined 
as, “documents that ask the same questions of all individuals in the sample” (Gall, 
Borg, & Gall 1996, p. 289).
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Secondly, in this design methodology, in addition to a quantitative component, 
there was a qualitative component. A description and discussion of the Delphi 
technique, the qualitative component, in this study, is now presented.
The Delphi technique is defined as follows. “The Delphi technique is a 
method for the systematic solicitation and collection of judgments on a particular topic 
through a set of carefully designed sequential questionnaires interspersed with 
summarized information and feedback of opinions derived from earlier responses” 
(Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gaustafson 1975, p. 10).
In describing a Delphi study, Murray and Hammons (1995) stated that a typical 
summary will present the distribution of responses to the questionnaires. Means and 
standard deviations are also appropriate statistical descriptors in most situations 
(Murray & Hammons, 1995).
The major research purpose was to identify components and sub-components 
perceived by the Delphi panel to be important for inclusion in an ethics enhancement 
program for state legislatures. The components and sub-components were obtained by 
using a systematic solicitation and collection of sequential questionnaires (three 
rounds), interspersed with feedback of summarized data from earlier responses. Each 
questionnaire was validated by a panel consisting of three members, not a part of the 
sample but who did meet leadership and functional qualifications of the sample. Two 
members have served as Speaker of a House of Representatives, and the other member 
has served for years as Secretary of a State Senate. A summary describing the
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procedure for the Population, Sample, Delphi Panel Selection, Instrument 
Development, Data Collection, and Data Analysis, was the focus of Chapter 3 of this 
report..
Population
For purposes of this study, the accessible population was defined to meet 
the following distinguishing set of specifications: The Presidents in the 50 state 
senates of the United States of America, the Presidents Pro Tempore in the 50 state 
senates of the United States of America, the Speakers of the House in each of the 
house of representatives of the 50 states of the United States o f America, and the 
Speakers Pro Tempore in each of the house of representatives of the 50 states of the 
United States of America. Included in the definition was that they had to be identified 
by their respective titles as listed in the CSG State Directory: Directory II Legislative 
Leadership Committees & Staff 1998. published by the Council of State 
Governments.
Also defined as a part of the accessible population was the Ethics Officer, in 
each of the 50 states of the United States, who administers and enforces the state ethics 
laws applying to public officials. The titles for the Ethics Officers included:
Executive Directors, Executive Secretaries, Directors of Compliance, and Legal 
Counselors. Included in the definition was that the ethics officers had to be the ones 
identified by their respective titles and listed in the Council of State Government’s 
CSG State 1998 Directory: Directory II Legislative Leadership Committees & Staff.
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These approximately 250 persons described above comprised the accessible 
population. Two hundred were from leadership positions, and 50 were from 
functional positions.
Sample
For purposes of this study, the non probability sample of the population was 
defined as the Delphi panel members who returned his or her response form and were 
actually selected to serve on the panel. Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson 
indicated that even though the size of the panel may vary; with a homogenous group, 
10 to 15 members are probably enough, and a smaller panel is more suited for 
informational purposes, but a larger number may be used for motivational purposes 
(Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gaustafson, (1975).
The two characteristics of the sample by leadership positions were: First, they 
were elected from their own legislative district, and secondly, they were elected by 
their peers in their legislative bodies to one of four leadership positions. The four 
positions by title were listed as follows.
•  President.
•  President Pro Tempore.
•  Speaker of the House.
•  Speaker Pro Tempore of the House.
The characteristics of the sample by functional positions were persons in each 
of the 50 states of the United States, who administer and enforce state ethics laws
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applying to public officials, and listed by that function, in the CSG State Directory: 
Directory II Legislative Leadership Committees & Staff 1998. of The Council o f State 
Governments. There were five different agencies and are listed as follows.
•  State Ethics Commissions.
•  State Ethics Boards.
•  Standards and Practices Commissions.
•  Standards and Conduct Commissions.
•  Legal Counsel for the Office of Governor.
A variety of titles in the functional positions are used by those who actually served on 
the Delphi Panel of this study. They included the following.
•  Executive Directors.
•  Executive Secretaries.
•  Directors of Compliance.
•  Legal Counsel.
The actual sample was identified as the respondents who completed and 
returned Questionnaire # Two. This included 12 individuals, 6 from leadership 
positions and 6 from functional positions. Five were from the region identified as 
Southern, five from the region identified as Midwestern, and one each from the 
Eastern and Western region. Representation in the leadership positions was reflected 
as follows.
•  Five from State Houses of Representatives.
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•  One from a State Senate.
Representation in the functional positions was reflected as follows.
•  One from State Ethics Commissions, 2 from State Ethics Boards.
•  One from a Standards and Practices Commission.
•  One from a Standards and Conduct Commission.
•  One from an Office of Governor.
Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson (1975) discussed desired characteristics 
for members of a Delphi panel. Three of them are listed here.
•  Members should be involved in the issue being studied.
•  Members should have pertinent information to share.
•  Members should be motivated to include the Delphi task in their schedule of
competing task (pp. 87-88).
The researcher sought to assure that the Delphi panel in this study incorporated 
characteristics described in this section. Panel members were promised anonymity.
No other description is provided, to avoid a possible breech of the promise of 
anonymity.
Delphi Panel Selection 
The first step in the selection process was to mail the initial request letter to 
serve. Each of the 250 persons (meeting the criteria as described in the population 
section of this chapter) who constituted the frame of the population were mailed a first 
class letter (all post marked the same date) giving details of the study and requesting
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that he or she complete and sign an agreement form indicating his or her willingness 
(if selected) to serve on a Delphi panel to study legislative ethics. The request letter 
promised potential panel members that their responses to questionnaires would be 
anonymous. (See Appendix A)
The agreement to serve was in the form of a response letter, and requested data 
that could be used by the researcher to contact the panel member, and a contact person 
designated by the panelist. The response letter also noted that members of the panel 
would be selected from the returned agreements to serve. The request letter urged all 
wishing to serve, to return the response letter and agreement to serve within 10 days in 
the postage paid addressed, return envelop. The researcher estimated the amount of 
postage to place on the return envelope, but indicated in the request letter that and 
additional cost incurred by the respondent in returning the questionnaire would be 
reimbursed. A telephone number of the researcher was provided to the potential panel 
members. It was explained that the number was serviced by a phone bank, accessible 
only by the researcher and his office manager. This was done to assure confidentially 
in communications between respondent and researcher. (See Appendix B)
The second step in the selection process was to choose the actual number of 
persons that would serve on the Delphi panel.
Originally there were 20 respondents who indicated by signing and returning a 
response form, they would serve on the Delphi panel. Twelve of the respondents were 
from leadership positions and eight from functional positions.. There was
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representation from all four geographical regions identified by the Council of State 
Governments (CSG State Directory: Directory II Legislative Leadership Committees 
& Staff 1998V All of the members of the population who returned his or her response 
letter to the researcher were chosen to serve on the panel.
The third and final step in the selection process was to mail the letter of 
notification for selection to serve on the Delphi panel. (See Appendix C) The 
selection letter was mailed 14 days after the letter of invitation to serve was mailed. 
Enclosed with the notification of selection letter was Questionnaire # One and the 
instructions for completing it. (See Appendix D and E) The selection letter asked for 
the panel member to return the completed questionnaire within 10 days. The contact 
person for each panel member was also informed via a facsimile transmission, o f the 
date for returning the completed questionnaire (See Appendix F).
Fourteen of the 20 panel members responded to Questionnaire # One. Two of 
the panel members missed the deadline for responding, but were allowed to continue 
service on the panel and to rate the importance of the suggested components and sub­
components from Round One, suggested by other members of the panel in Round 
Two. Four panel members after receiving the first questionnaire, notified the 
researcher either by telephone or letter that they could no longer serve on the panel. 
Each communicated deep regret, and offered encouragement and best wishes for a 
successful study.
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The 16 member panel was reduced to 12 members when four panel members 
after receiving the second questionnaire, notified the researcher either by telephone or 
letter that they would not be able to continue to serve on the panel. The messages 
communicated deep regret for not being able to continue in the study, and offered 
encouragement and best wishes for a successful study. The reasons for withdrawal 
from the panel by three members cited time restraints due to reelection efforts, and the 
other former panel member cited serious illness in his family. Some requested that 
results of the study be mailed to them, when the study was concluded.
The Delphi panel for this study going into Round Three consisted of 12 
members. Six of the members were from leadership positions and six were from 
functional position. Both positions were described in the sample section of this 
chapter.
The 12 members of the panel, in the opinion of the researcher, had by the 
conclusion o f Round Two, demonstrated the three characteristics needed in a Delphi 
panel described by Delbecq, Van de Ven, and Gaustafson (1975) and identified as 
desired characteristics for members of a Delphi panel. The three characteristics are 
listed below.
•  Members should be involved in the issue being studied.
•  Members should have pertinent information to share.
•  Members should be motivated to include the Delphi task in their schedule of 
competing task (pp.87-88).
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Instrument Development 
The initial questionnaire used in this study, to avoid possible inappropriate 
answers and reduce possible frustration or loss of interest by the respondents due to a 
lack of clarity and relevance, was a document containing a simple Delphi question. 
The question was, “What components and sub-components should be included in an 
ethics enhancement program for a state legislature?”
The wording of the question as it relates to content was constructed with the 
assistance of a member of the validating panel who served as researcher for his state’s 
constitutional convention, and for nearly a decade as secretary of a state senate Two 
other members of the validating panel have served as presiding officer, or Speaker in a 
House of Representatives in their respective state. The three members of the 
validating panel possess the qualifications of Delphi panel members as discussed 
earlier in this chapter in the section entitled sample.
Because of their ready access for personal discussions, and a common valuing 
of legislative ethics, the three provided invaluable assistance in validating the accuracy 
and clarity of each questionnaire, and for all areas of developing the instruments used 
in the study.
Assistance and guidance as it relates to Delphi technique was provided by the 
researcher’s major professor. He has either served as a Delphi panel member, or 
supervised graduate students in more than a dozen Delphi studies.
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P ata.C.oik .gtiop
Data were collected in three rounds using the Delphi technique. The researcher 
collected the data, using the United States Postal Service, in the first two rounds, and 
a facsimiles transmission via telephone lines in the final round. Normally, a Delphi 
study consists of two or more rounds (Delbecq, Van de Ven, & Gaustafson, 1975). 
Three rounds were used in this study to meet the following research objectives. The 
first round had as its objective, to collect the components and sub-components from 
the panel members that they suggested should be included in an ethics enhancement 
program for a state legislature. The second round had as its objective, to secure a 
rating of the importance of each suggested component and sub-component by the 
panel members. The third round had as its objective, to reach a consensus on the 
rating of importance by the members of the Delphi panel.
The first questionnaire was a document identified as Questionnaire # One. It 
included the operational definitions presented in Chapter 1 of this study (pp. 10-11), 
and a Task Statement which read, “Please respond to the major research question of 
this study, What components and sub-components should be included in an ethics 
enhancement program for a state legislature?” There were instructions, including 
examples enclosed, along with a transmittal letter asking the respondent to reply 
within ten days. A self addressed stamped envelope was included.
One week after mailing the transmittal letter asking the respondent to reply 
within ten days, a facsimiles transmission was sent to the contact person selected by
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each of the panel members. In the facsimiles the contact person was made aware of 
his or her selection by the respective panel members, as a contact person. The 
importance of the role of a contact person to this study on legislative ethics was 
stressed. The contact person was asked to remind his or her particular panel member 
of the importance of returning Questionnaire # One in a timely fashion. Because some 
panel members had called and expressed his or her feeling that the deadline was to 
short, the requested date of to return Questionnaire # One was extended for four days.
The second questionnaire was a document identified as Questionnaire # Two 
(See Appendix G) and contained a complete list of all the unique items received from 
respondents to Questionnaire # One. Each panel member was asked to rate the 
importance of each component and sub-component. A five-point anchored scale of 
importance was provided for his or her response.
The Task Statement-Part 1 read, “Please read each of the suggested 
components and sub-components. Circle the one number from the five numbers 
which most closely reflects your opinion concerning the degree o f importance relative 
to that component or sub-component". To distinguish between components and sub­
components, each of the components were bolded, and the sub-components were 
italicized. A five-point anchored scale of importance was provided for the panel 
members in the second questionnaire. To assist the reader, that same scale is 
presented on the next page. (See Table 7.)
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Table 7







Note: Table 7 was established by the researcher.
Other instructions were also given in Questionnaire # Two. The instructions 
were listed under the heading, Task Statement-Part 2. The instructions in this task 
statement requested for any panel members who if he or she thought that the 
researcher’s combining of a component or sub-component with another worded 
similarly; significantly changed any of his or her suggestions, to please indicate this 
and offer the suggestion again on Questionnaire # Two. The panel member was also 
asked to follow the same procedure if he or she noted any missing suggestions made 
by him or her. The panel members were assured that all new suggestions would be 
included in the next questionnaire.
Enclosed with the document, was a transmittal letter asking the panel member 
to reply within 15 days. A self addressed stamped priority envelope with postage 
provided was included. (See Appendix H )
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The third and final questionnaire was a document identified as Questionnaire 
# Three. (See Appendix I) It was personalized and contained a complete list of the 
unique components and sub components received from the respondents in previous 
questionnaires. In columns beside each component and sub-component were; the 
individual panel member’s rating of importance as expressed by him or her in 
Questionnaire # Two, the mean rating of importance as expressed collectively by the 
entire membership o f the panel, and a column for the panel member to offer a new 
rating if  he or she elected to reach a consensus on that component or sub-component.
Included in the Questionnaire was a task statement that requested each panel 
member to review his or her prior rating of importance and compare the rating 
assigned by them to the mean rating of the panel. If the panel member’s rating of 
importance (using a five-point anchored scale o f importance) varied more than a plus 
or minus one rating point from the mean score of the panel; the respondent was 
requested to write in a new rating that would move that component or sub-component 
into consensus, or to comment on why he or she felt that his or her original rating was 
more appropriate. To call attention to those instances in which the rating o f the panel 
member varied more than a plus or minus one rating point from the mean rating o f the 
panel, those items were marked with a check (✓). In Questionnaires # Two, and 
Three, the components were bolded and the sub-components italicized to make them 
more easily distinguished by the members of the panel.
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Also transmitted with the document, was a letter requesting the panel member 
to reply within five days, using a facsimiles transmission. Three days later a reminder 
letter was transmitted to the contact persons. (See Appendix J and K.)
Data Analysis
The analysis of the data collected in this study was conducted and addressed in 
three general areas as follows.
1. A content review and analysis of the actual components and sub components, 
suggested by the respondents in Round One of this Delphi study.
2. A summary analysis to measure and record the importance of each component and 
sub component as reported by the respondents, using a five-point Likert-type scale of 
importance, in Round Two of this Delphi study.
3. A final analysis, following a procedure similar to the analysis in the second area, 
but with a focus on measuring and reporting any consensus on the importance rating of 
each component, reached in Round Three of this Delphi study.
Analysis of Actual Components 
The researcher, after the panel members returned his or her Questionnaire # 
One, compiled a list of each unique component and sub component. To increase the 
probability of the respondent’s continued involvement, the researcher was deliberate in 
efforts to avoid any duplications and to ensure that no non duplicating component or 
sub-component suggested by any panel member was omitted from the data provided 
in the next instrument. Clarity was enhanced by assistance from a validating panel.
65
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Analysis of Perceived Importance of Components 
In this area of analysis, the data from the respondents in Round Two were
examined and the researcher’s response to that examination is noted below.
•  The components and sub-components were prioritized by the mean score of the 
panel and the standard deviation of each score from the mean scores. When 
mean scores tied, the scores with the lower standard deviations were given 
priority.
•  The individual scores of each panel member were listed in a statistical 
summary that included the mean score of the panel and the standard deviation 
of each individual’s score from the mean.
•  In order to interpret and describe the importance o f the suggested components, 
and sub-components, an interpretive scale (See Table 8) was created and used 
by the researcher.
Table 8
Interpretative Scale Used for Level of Importance of Components 
and Sub-Components
Mean Level of ImDortance
5.000 - 4.5000 High importance
4.490 - 3.500 Substantial importance
3.490 - 2.500 Moderate importance
2.490- 1.500 Low importance
1.490-0.000 No importance
vfote: Table 8 was established by the researcher.
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Analysis of Consensus on Perceived Importance of Components 
The operational definition stated a consensus was when 51% of the 
respondents had rated a component or sub-component within plus or minus one point 
of the mean, using a five point anchored (Likert-type) scale of importance. One o f the 
objectives of the study was to ask the panel members who rated the components and 
sub-components in Round Two and Round Three, to reach a consensus.
After Round Three a consensus of the panel was to be declared as having been 
reached if 51% of the panel members had agreed to changed their ratings from what he 
or she had expressed in Round Two; to move within plus or minus one rating point in 
the third and final round or rating by the panelist. The scale that was used in Round 
Two was established by the researcher and provided in table 7. It is presented here in 
text form for the convenience of the reader.
When the rating was:
•  1, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
•  2, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  3, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  4, then the descriptor was = “substantial importance.”
•  5, then the descriptor was = “high importance.”
In the analysis of consensus on perceived importance of components, the scales 
as reflected in tables 7 and 8, and used by the panelist were also used by the 
researcher.
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CHAPTER4 
FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to identify the components and sub-components 
that should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature, as 
perceived by a Delphi panel. Specific objectives of the study included: Compiling a 
list of components and sub-components from the panel, rating the importance of each 
suggested component and sub-component, providing an opportunity to obtain a 
consensus concerning the importance of suggested data, and reporting the findings to 
members of the panel. In the tradition of a Delphi panel, Questionnaire # One was 
identified as Round One, Questionnaire # Two was identified as Round Two, and 
Questionnaire # Three was identified as Round Three.
Results of Round One 
Questionnaire # One o f this Delphi study resulted in the acquisition o f 12 
primary components with an accompanying 124 sub-components for an ethics 
enhancement program in state legislatures. These components and sub-components 
were suggested by 14 of the 20 members of the original panel. The panel, described in 
Chapter 3 was a very homogenous group as reflected by their common suggestions 
concerning legislative ethics in their responses to Questionnaire # One. Each of the 12 
primary components had multi-suggestions, by panel members and all but one of the 
124 suggested sub-components had multi-suggestions by panel members.
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One o f the primary components was identified by default. The component 
that came to be identified as miscellaneous was suggested by a member of the 
validating panel because some of the sub-components did not seem to fall under one of 
the other primary components that were apparently more commonly known by 
members of the Delphi panel, to be a part of legislative ethics programs.
All of the primary components had at least eight suggested sub-components 
identified as a part of that particular component. None had more than 14. There was 
some difficulty in choosing the final and exact wording of some of the suggested sub­
components because of slightly different but similar wording of what appeared to be 
the same suggestion. Careful attention to the content analysis carried out in Round 
One resulted in no panel member expressing that his or her suggestion had been 
significantly altered or that any suggestions were overlooked in the process.
The 124 unique sub-components suggested by the 14 members of the Delphi 
panel are presented in table form and organized by the 12 primary components, also 
suggested by the panel members. The primary components are reported here in 
alphabetical order, after the miscellaneous component. Six of the primary components 
related to restricting the activities of legislators, one related to the administration of 
ethics laws, four related to a pro active approaches to ethics enhancement, and one 
miscellaneous component related to all of the others. In all instruments of the study, 
the components are bolded and the sub-components are italized. The results of Round 
One are presented in table form. (See Table 9.)
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Table 9
Suggested Components and Sub-Components For Legislative Ethics
Component* # 1- Miscellaneous provisions.
Sub-Component:
A. Adequate compensation; for legislative service, full reimbursement for travel and other related 
expense, incurred by legislators in carrying out responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
Sub-Component:
B. Broadcast on public television and radio and/or public access stations most legislative 
proceedings, including committee hearings insofar as possible.
Sub-Component:
C. Provisions fo r "Decorum and Debate" should be included in the rules o f  a legislative body, not 
in the statutes.
Sub-Component:
D. Provisions for "Ethics Training" should be included in the rules o f a legislative body, not in the 
statutes.
Sub-Component:
E. Provisions fo r  occasional "social gatherings" should be providedfor legislators and their 
families (only) at public expense (perhaps reducing the special interest sponsored social events.
Sub-Component:
F. Provisions for "Statement ofPrinciples" should be included in the rules o f a legislative body, not 
in the statutes.
Sub-Component:
G. Provisions for "Town Meetings" at public expense in legislative districts (except during 
campaign periods) would foster accountability and accessability.
Sub-Component:
H. Provisions fo r "Vision Statement "should be included in the rules o f  a legislative body, not in 
the statutes.
Sub-Component:
I. Provisions fo r responsible "whistle blowing" and "hot line" programs o f  reporting alleged 
violations.
Sub-Component:
J. Use o f  less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar amounts in reporting private credit 
indebtedness, income, and investments, to balance legislators right to privacy with public's need to 
know by reporting.
Note: Table 9 was prepared by the researcher, assisted by validating panel. 
(table continues!
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Component #  2- Agency, administration and enforcement of statutory ethics code.
Sub-Component:
A. Administration-Adequate funding, facilities, technologies (web sites with public friendly menu), 
and adequately compensated and trained staff.
Sub-Component:
B. Advice, clear, confidential, correct, adequate and timely to legislators.
Sub-Component:
C. Authority-to investigate (subpoena) and penalize, due process honored.
Sub-Component:
D. Availability o f  all information for effective public scrutiny.
Sub-Component:
E. Clarity o f  all decisions rendered, confidential and public.
Sub-Component:
F. Collection o f  all relevant information concerning ethics compliance.
Sub-Component:
G. Continual review o f agencies; authority, activities, goals, & procedures.
Sub-Component:
H. Decisions rendered that are clear, consistent and reasoned.
Sub-Component:
I. Encouragement ofstaff member's initiative to reach agencies mission', proper recognition, and 
significant merit increases in compensation.
Sub-Component:
J. Identification o f Agencies mission & principles to carry out mission.
Sub-Component:
K. Imposition offair and appropriate penalties for violations o f ethics code.
Sub-Component:
L. Independent nonpartisan membership (less than 9) established statutorily.
Sub-Component:
M. Internal effective systems to investigate and carry out agency mission.
Sub-Component:
N. Reports, annually and as needed to legislative bodies; and public frequent updates on opinions 
and current issues are essential.
(table continues)
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Component # 3- Campaign finance.
Sub-Component:
A. Administered by ethics agency-authority and procedure established by statute.
Sub-Component:
B. Amount of campaign contributions permitted by individuals.
Sub-Component:
C. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by political committees.
Sub-Component:
D. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by political office holders.
Sub-Component:
E. Exclusions o f  certain campaign contributions, such as no quid pro quo.
Sub-Component:
F. Expenditures, utilization o f  campaign contributions, provisions and prohibitions.
Sub-Component:
G. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
Sub-Component:
H. Prohibition o f  campaign contributions from certain persons, special interest groups.
Sub-Component:
I. Prohibition o f  certain campaign activities.
Sub-Component:
J. Publishing and distribution o f  campaign guidelines for candidates for legislative office that 
clearly outline; election code o f  state, copies o f  required reports on campaign contributions and 
expenditures, political committees, instructions urging persons seeking to become members o f  a 
legislative body to run their campaigns in a manner that elevates public discourse and promotes the 
fair andfree exchange o f  ideas, and other related materials anticipated to be needed by candidate.
Sub-Component:
K. Required reports; on campaign contributions and political committees, accessible on Internet, 
after reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media
ftable continues)
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Component # 4- Decorum and debate.
Sub-Component:
A. Each legislator shall act in a manner that creates respect by conducting themselves in a 
manner congruent to the rules governing decorum and debate as adopted by the legislative body o f  
which they are a member.
Sub-Component:
B. Each legislator shall dress in the attire described by the rules governing decorum as adopted by 
the legislative body o f which they are a member.
Sub-Component:
C. Each legislator shall give freely o f  his/her expertise during discussion or debate upon a given 
proposition, insofar as possible, fairly considering the proposition and people who present them.
Sub-Component:
D. Each legislator shall objectively consider all matters for discussion and debate, being informed 
and prepared, keeping in mind the welfare o f  all citizens ofthe state.
Sub-Component:
E. Each legislator shall seek to avoid even the appearance o f  impropriety, taking into 
consideration the importance ofpublic scrutiny and public trust.
Sub-Component:
F. Each legislator shall seek to function as a body o f equals which can disagree without being 
disagreeable, "Striving mightily, but eating and drinking as friends."
Sub-Component:
G. Each legislator shall seek to remember the responsibilities they have, not only for their own 
actions, but to each other, the legislative process, and to the institution o f  the legislature.
Sub-Component:
H. Each legislator shall use decorous language in addressing all who are a part o f  the legislative 
process.
Component # 5- Disclosure, personal.
Sub-Component:
A. Cash value o f  insurance policies.
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from all sources, including retainers ( public and private).
Sub-Component:
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Sub-Component:
E. Deposits in all financial institutions, and other Investments.
Sub-Component:
F. Employment (employers names and nature o f employment), Offices and/or directorships held.
Sub-Component:
G. Financial interest o f  spouse- balance right to privacy with public's need to know by reporting 
less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar amounts.
Sub-Component:
H. Identification o f  trusts by beneficiary and trustees.
Sub-Component:
I. Names o f  immediate family members.
Sub-Component:
J. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
Sub-Component:
K. Professional or occupational licensees held.
Sub-Component:
L. Required reports on disclosures; accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f  those 
in non-compliance released to media.
Sub-Component:
M. Statement o f interest filed by legislator when a pending piece o f  legislation could result in 
annual financial gain o f  over $5, 000.00.
Sub-Component:
N. Tax returns; local, state, and federal.
Component # 6- Dual office holding and employment prohibitions.
Sub-Component:
A. Appointive governmental board or commission fo r which compensation is pa id
Sub-Component:
B. Appointive board or commission which regulates judicial ethics.
Sub-Component:
C. Appointive board or commission which regulates executive branch of state government.
Sub-Component:
D. Appointive board or commission which regulates legislative ethics,
Sub-Component:
E. Board or commission which regulates governmental agencies that employ immediate family 
members o f  legislator.
ftable continues-!
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Sub-Component:
F. Elective office (other than legislator) including local, state and federal.
Sub-Component:
G. Employment (full or part time) by any governmental agency including local, state and federal.
Sub-Component:
H. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
Sub-Component:
I. Required reports on employment, including employers and nature o f employment by all 
legislators; accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f those in non-compliance 
released to media.
Sub-Component:
J. Representation of client before any governmental agency by members o f  legislative body who 
are attorneys.
Component # 7- Ethics training.
Sub-Component:
A. Administration o f training by legislative bodies-authority to make mandatory.
Sub-Component:
B. Annual ethics training conference for legislators; mandatory for new legislators, available for 
other legislators, use ethics agencies staff members.
Sub-Component:
C. Curriculum and materials development for ethics training; cooperative effort between 
legislative bodies and ethics agencies.
Sub-Component:
D. Ethics officer-each legislative body, monitor & promote ethical training, and public awareness.
Sub-Component:
E. Public awareness o f  legislative ethics campaign including; development o f curriculum guides 
for junior-high and secondary schools, providing brochures stressing importance o f  legislative 
role (for youth and adults).
Sub-Component:
F. Role playing and hypothetical situations used in ethics training.
Sub-Component:
G. Retreats (legislative) made available on a "as needed" basis for ethics issues (mandatary 
attendance for all legislators)m review and needs assessments in the areas o f  legislative ethics.
Sub-Component:
H. Use persons in ethics training program who have demonstrated experience and expertise in 
areas of; ethics, legislative process, training, ethics administration and enforcement.
(table continues')
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Component # 8- Lobbyist registration and and disclosure.
Sub-Component:
A. Administration, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and legislative body.
Sub-Component:
B. Definition o f  lobbyist.
Sub-Component:
C. Enforcement, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and legislative body.
Sub-Component:











I. Public access to reports,, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f  those in non- 
compliance released to media.
Sub-Component:
J. Registration o f  lobbyists, compilation ofrelated data.
Sub-Component:
K. Reports- interest represented and categorical listing of expenditures by lobbyist, relating to 
legislators and issues (filed semi-annually).
Component # 9- Mission Statement by each legislative body.
Sub-Component:
A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions of each state relating to the general 
mission o f  government in general.
Sub-Component:
A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f each state relating to the general 
mission o f  government in general.
(table continues')
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Sub-Component:
B. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f  each state relating to the general 
mission o f  the legislative branch ofgovernment.
Sub-Component:
C. Should reflect the desire o f legislators to repair any damaged reputation and reestablish 
credibility and confidence in the legislature as an institution.
Sub-Component:
D. The mission o f  a legislative body is to judge the qualifications and elections o f  its members and 
to discipline and when necessary expel its members, following procedures consistent with the state 
constitution.
Sub-Component:
E. The mission o f a legislative body is to preserve the peace for all citizens o f the state, by passing 
or rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component:
F. The mission o f a legislative body is to promote the happiness and general welfare for all citizens 
o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component:
G. The mission o f  a legislative body is to protect the rights for all citizens o f  the state, by passing or 
rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component:
H. The mission o f  a legislative body is to provide the conditions and procedures fo r  the 
impeachment, recall, or removal o f  all elected, state and local officials, by passing or rejecting 
legislative propositions.
Sub-Component:
I. The mission o f  a legislative body is to secure justice for all citizens o f  the state, by passing or 
rejecting legislative propositions.
Component # 10- Principles statement by each legislative body.
Sub-Component:
A. Legislative office is a public trust.
Sub-Component:
B. Members of a legislative body have an obligation to cooperate and work responsibly with other 
legislators and the legislative system in order to contribute to the effectiveness o f  the legislative 
process.
Sub-Component:
C. Members o f a legislative body have an obligation to debate and decide promotions, insofar as 
possible, autonomous o f  improper influence.
ftable continues1)
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Sub-Component:
D. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to keep their promises and practice honesty, 
straightforwardness, and candor.
Sub-Component:
E. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to provide constituents with the necessary 
information needed to hold a legislator accountable.
Sub-Component:
F. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to safeguard and enhance the integrity and 
positive regard for legislative service.
Sub-Component:
G. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to serve with a personal moral commitment to 
excellence and dedicated public service.
Sub-Component:
H. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to treat all individuals fairly, with a tolerance 
for and acceptance o f  diversity.
Sub-Component:
I. Members o f a legislative body lead by example, practicing good citizenship, abiding by the laws 
and rules o f  society, participating by voting, and encouraging other citizens to participate in 
responsible citizenship.
Sub-Component:
J. Members o f a legislative body must be guided by conscience and by general moral principles. 
Component# 11- Restricted activities, general (not in other components).
Sub-Component:
A. Business interest (substantial) in any entity contracting with legislature, or with other 
governmental agency that the legislator influences or participates in the decision awarding 
business or contract for services.
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from any source (other that legislative salary), for legislator doing things that 
are part o f  legislator's expected responsibilities.
Sub-Component:
C. Confidential information obtained in carrying out legislative role, used for personal or business 
benefits.
Sub-Component:
D. Contracts between legislators and any governmental entity, without competitive bidding, and 
awarded in accordance with procurement laws.___________________________
(table continues)
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Table 9 (continued)
Sub-Component:
E. Convicted criminal behavior; including felonies, blatant violation o f  ethic laws, malfeasance in 
office, or gross misconduct defined by legislative body.
Sub-Component:
F. Nepotism by which a legislator uses family members to do indirectly what the legislator is 
prohibited by law from doing directly.
Sub-Component:
G. Political activity by legislative employees on behalf o f political candidate or party.
Sub-Component:
H. Post Government employment (within year o f  cessation o f  office holding).
Sub-Component:
I. Use o f  office in abusive manner; (power, pubic property and equipment).
Sub-Component:
]. Voting on issues where a conflict o f interest has been identified
Component # 12- Vision statement.
Sub-Component:
A. Aspirational is the key.
Sub-Component:
B. Brevity is essential.
Sub-Component:
C. Clarity is vital.
Sub-Component:
D. Determination is obvious.
Sub-Component:
E. Expectations are optimistic.
Sub-Component:
F. Forward is the direction.
Sub-Component:
G. Goals are worthy o f the required efforts.
Sub-Component:
H. Hardships are accepted.
Sub-Component:
I. Inspirational to read.
End of Table 
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Results of Round Two 
Twelve panel members returned the questionnaires in Round Two. For each of 
the 12 components and 124 sub-components suggested, the panel members provided a 
rating o f importance using a five point anchored scale. Round Two was established by 
the researcher and provided in table 7. It is presented again here in text form for the 
convenience of the reader. When the rating was:
•  1, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
•  2, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  3, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  4, then the descriptor was = “substantial importance.”
•  5, then the descriptor was = “high importance.”
The Interpretative Scale of Importance used in Questionnaire # Two was as 
follows.
•  5.000- 4.5000, then the descriptor was = "high importance.”
•  4.499-3.5000, then the descriptor was = "substantial importance.”
•  3.499-2.5000, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  2.499- 1.5000, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  1.499- 0.0000, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
The primary components suggested by panel members were prioritized in 
descending order according to the means. In cases of a tie, the mean score with 
smallest standard deviation from the mean was given highest priority. (See Table 10.)
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Table 10
Prioritization of Components bv Means (Round Two)
Component Mean SD
Restricted activities- General (not in other components). 4.6 0.515
Lobbyist registration and and disclosure. 4.4 0.793
Dual office holding and employment prohibitions. 4.1 0.669
Agency, administration and enforcement of statutory ethics code. 4.1 0.793
Campaign finance. 4.0 0.603
Decorum and debate. 3.8 0.937
Principles statement by each legislative body. 3.8 1.030
Vision statement. 3.6 0.996
Ethics training. 3.4 0.793
Disclosure, personal. 3.2 1.055
Mission statement by each legislative body. 3.1 0.900
Miscellaneous provisions. 3.0 0.603
Using the scale from table 7, the 12 components were rated as follows: 
1 = high importance, 7 = substantial importance, 4 = moderate importance,
0 = ow importance, and 0 = No importance.
The 124 sub-components suggested by panel members are prioritized in 
descending order according to the means, and presented in table form. Following 
Table 22, the researcher provides summary statements about some of the items 
suggested by the members of the panel. Some comparisons of the various components 
and sub-components will be provided.
(See Tables 11-22.)
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Table 11
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Restricted activities (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Components Mean SD
Sub-Component:
E. Convicted criminal behavior; felonies, blatant violation o f  ethic laws, 
malfeasance in office, or gross misconduct defined by legislative body.
4.8 0.3892
Sub-Component:
F. Nepotism by which a legislator uses family members to do indirectly what 
the legislator is prohibited by law from doing directly.
4.8 0.3892
Sub-Component:
D. Contracts between legislators and any governmental entity, without 
competitive bidding, and awarded in accordance with procurement laws.
4.8 0.866
Sub-Component:
I. Use o f office in abusive manner; (power, pubic property and equipment).
4.7 0.4924
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from any source (other that legislative salary), for  
legislator doing things that are part o f  legislator's expected responsibilities.
4.6 0.6686
Sub-Component:
A. Business interest (substantial) in any entity contracting with legislature, 
or with other governmental agency that the legislator influences or 
participates in the decision awarding business or contract fo r  services.
4.6 0.6686
Sub-Component:
J. Voting on issues where a conflict o f  interest has been identified.
4.5 0.5222
Sub-Component:
C. Confidential information obtained in carrying out legislative role, used 
for personal or business benefits.
4.3 1.0731
Sub-Component:




H. Post Government employment (within year o f cessation o f  office holding).
3.9 0.9962
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Table 12
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Lobbyist registration (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Components Mean SD
Sub-Component:









B. Definition o f  lobbyist.
4.6 0.51493
Sub-Component: * 
G. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
4.6 0.79296
Sub-Component:
I. Public access to reports, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice 
names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
4.4 0.90034
Sub-Component:
K. Reports- interest represented and categorical listing o f  expenditures by 
lobbyist, relating to legislators and issues (filed semi-annually).
4.4 0.90034
Sub-Component:
D. Expenditure ceilings; set by statue on all matters, reasonable amount for  






C. Enforcement, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and legislative body
2.8 1.48477
Sub-Component:
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Table 13
Prioritization o f Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Dual office holding (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:




E. Board or commission which regulates governmental agencies that 
employ immediate family members o f  legislator.
4.2 0.7538
Sub-Component:
H. Procedures and penalties fo r enforcement-civil and criminal.
4.2 0.7538
Sub-Component:
J. Representation o f  client before any governmental agency by members o f  
legislative body who are attorneys.
4.2 0.8348
Sub-Component:
F. Elective office (other than legislator) including local, state and federal.
4.1 0.9962
Sub-Component:
G. Employment (full or part time) by any governmental agency including 
local, state and federal.
3.9 0.9962
Sub-Component:
D. Appointive board or commission which regulates legislative ethics.
3.9 1.0836
Sub-Component:




I. Required reports on employment, including employers and nature o f  
employment by all legislators; accessible on Internet, after reasonable 
notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
3.8 0.9374
Sub-Component:
B. Appointive board or commission which regulates judicial ethics
3.8 0.9653
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Table 14
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Agency, administration and enforcement (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
H. Decisions rendered that are clear, consistent and reasoned.
4.6 0.515
Sub-Component:
D. Availability o f all information for effective public scrutiny.
4.5 0.674
Sub-Component:
K. Imposition offair and appropriate penalties for ethics code violations.
4.2 0.622
Sub-Component:
E. Clarity o f  all decisions rendered, confidential and public.
4.2 0.754
Sub-Component:
B. Advice, clear, confidential, correct, adequate and timely to legislators.
4.2 0.754
Sub-Component:
A. Administration-Adequate funding, facilities, technologies (web sites 
with public friendly menu), and adequately compensated and trained staff.
4.2 0.835
Sub-Component:








F. Collection o f all relevant information concerning ethics compliance.
4.1 0.669
Sub-Component:
M. Internal effective systems to investigate and carry out agency mission.
3.8 1.193
Sub-Component:




J. Identification o f  Agencies mission & principles to carry out mission.
3.4 1.165
Sub-Component:
I. Encouragement ofstaff member's initiative to reach agencies mission; 
proper recognition, and significant merit increases in compensation
3.3 1.073
85
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 15
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Campaign finance (Hound Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
J. Publishing and distribution o f  campaign guidelines for candidates for  
legislative office that clearly outline; election code o f state, copies of 




G. Procedures and penalties fo r enforcement-civil and criminal
4.2 0.577
Sub-Component:








C. Amount o f  campaign contributions permitted by political committees.
3.8 0.718
Sub-Component:
I. Prohibition o f  certain campaign activities.
3.8 0.835
Sub-Component:




B. Amount o f  campaign contributions permitted by individuals.
3.5 1.087
Sub-Component:








K. Required reports; on campaign contributions and political 
committees, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names of those 
in non-compliance released to media.
3.2 1.422
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Table 16
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Decorum and debate (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
H. Each legislator shall use decorous language in addressing all who are 
a part o f  the legislative process.
4.2 0.718
Sub-Component:
F. Each legislator shall seek to function as a body o f equals which can 




E. Each legislator shall seek to avoid even the appearance o f impropriety, 
taking into consideration the importance of public scrutiny& public trust.
4.2 1.193
Sub-Component:
A. Each legislator shall act in a  manner that creates respect by 
conducting themselves in a manner congruent to the rules governing 




G. Each legislator shall seek to remember the responsibilities they have, 
not only for their own actions, but to each other, the legislative process, 
and to the institution o f  the legislature.
3.8 1.115
Sub-Component:
D. Each legislator shall objectively consider all matters fo r discussion and 
debate, being informed and prepared, keeping in mind the welfare o f  all 
citizens o f the state.
3.8 1.138
Sub-Component:
C. Each legislator shall give freely o f his/her expertise during discussion 
or debate upon a given proposition, insofar as possible, fairly considering 
the proposition and the people who present them.
3.3 1.073
Sub-Component:
B. Each legislator shall dress in the attire described by the rules 
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Table 17
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Principles statement (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
A. Legislative office is a public trust.
4.8 0.452
Sub-Component:
C. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to debate and decide 
promotions, insofar as possible, autonomous o f improper influence.
4.3 0.888
Sub-Component:
B. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to cooperate and 
work responsibly with other legislators and the legislative system in order 
to contribute to the effectiveness o f  the legislative process.
4.2 0.577
Sub-Component:




G. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to serve with a 
personal moral commitment to excellence and dedicated public service.
4.2 0.965
Sub-Component:
D. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to keep their promises 
and practice honesty, straightforwardness, and candor.
4.2 1.138
Sub-Component:
H. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to treat all individuals 
fairly, with a tolerance for and acceptance o f diversity.
4.0 1.128
Sub-Component:
E. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to provide constituents 
with the necessary information needed to hold a legislator accountable.
3.8 0.965
Sub-Component:
F. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to safeguard and 
enhance the integrity and positive regardfor legislative service.
3.8 0.866
Sub-Component:
I. Members o f  a legislative body lead by example, practicing good 
citizenship, abiding by laws and rules of society, participating by voting, 
and encouraging other citizens to participate in responsible citizenship.
3.8 1.115
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Table 18
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Vision statement (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component: 
C. Clarity is vital.
4.5 0.798
Sub-Component: 
B. Brevity is essential.
3.7 1.073
Sub-Component:
G. Goals are worthy o f  the required efforts.
3.6 1.084
Sub-Component: 
H. Hardships are accepted
3.5 0.674
Sub-Component:
D. Determination is obvious.
3.3 0.778
Sub-Component:
E. Expectations are optimistic.
3.3 1.073
Sub-Component:
F. Forward is the direction.
3.2 0.965
Sub-Component: 
I. Inspirational to read
3.2 0.965
Sub-Component: 
A. Aspirational is the key.
3.1 1.165
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Table 19
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Ethics training (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
B. Annual ethics training conference for legislators; mandatory for new 




H. Use persons in ethics training program who have demonstrated 
experience and expertise in areas of; ethics, legislative process, training, 
ethics administration and enforcement.
4.0 0.603
Sub-Component:
C. Curriculum and materials development for ethics training; cooperative 
effort between legislative bodies and ethics agencies.
3.9 0.9003
Sub-Component:




D. Ethics officer-each legislative body, monitor & promote ethical 
training and public awareness.
3.2 1.1382
Sub-Component:
G. Retreats (legislative) made available on a "as needed" basis for ethics 
issues (mandatary attendance for all legislators)m review and needs 
assessments in the areas o f  legislative ethics.
2.8 0.9653
Sub-Component:
F. Role playing and hypothetical situations used in ethics training.
2.8 1.2154
Sub-Component:
E. Public awareness o f  legislative ethics campaign including; 
development o f  curriculum guides for junior-high and secondary schools, 
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Table 20
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Disclosure, personal (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
C. Contracts with any state agencies.
4.8 0.3892
Sub-Component:
M. Statement o f interest filed by legislator when a pending piece of 
legislation could result in annualfinancial gain o f  over 55, 000.00.
4.0 1.206
Sub-Component:
J. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
3.8 1.3568
Sub-Component:




L. Required reports on disclosures; accessible on Internet, after 
reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
3.5 1.2432
Sub-Component:
G. Financial interest o f spouse- balance right to privacy with public's need 




K. Professional or occupational licensees held.
3.2 1.4668
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from all sources, including retainers(public & private.
3.0 1.4771
Sub-Component:
E. Deposits in all financial institutions, and other Investments.
2.9 1.4434
Sub-Component:
H. Identification o f  trusts by beneficiary and trustees.
2.6 1.379
Sub-Component 






A. Cash value o f insurance policies
1.7 0.7785
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Table 21
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Mission statement (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
D. The mission o f  a legislative body is to judge the qualifications and 
elections o f  its members and to discipline and when necessary expel its 
members, following procedures consistent with the state constitution.
3.5 1.168
Sub-Component:
G. The mission o f a legislative body is to protect the rights for all citizens 
o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.5 1.243
Sub-Component:
F. The mission o f  a legislative body is to promote the happiness and 




E. The mission o f a legislative body is to preserve the peace for all citizens 
o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.3 1.303
Sub-Component:
I. The mission o f  a legislative body is to secure justice for all citizens o f  
the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.3 1.557
Sub-Component:
H. The mission o f a legislative body is to provide the conditions and 
procedures for the impeachment, recall, or removal o f all elected, state 
and local officials, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.2 1.115
Sub-Component:
C. Should reflect the desire o f  legislators to repair any damaged 




B. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f each state 
relating to the general mission of the legislative branch ofgovernment.
3.0 1.206
Sub-Component:
A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f each state 
relating to the general mission o f government in general.
2.8 1.005
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Table 22
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means
Component- Miscellaneous provisions (Round Two)
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
A. Adequate compensation; for legislative service, full reimbursement for  
travel and other related expense, incurred by legislators in carrying out 
responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
3.9 1.240
Sub-Component:
J. Use o f  less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar amounts in 
reporting private credit indebtedness, income, and investments, to 
balance right to privacy with public's need to know by reporting.
3.6 1.311
Sub-Component:
C. Provisions fo r "Decorum and Debate" should be included in the rules 
o f  a legislative body, not in the statutes.
3.4 1.165
Sub-Component:




G. Provisions for "Town Meetings" at public expense in legislative 
districts would foster accountability and accessability.
2.8 1.267
Sub-Component:
D. Provisions for "Ethics Training" should be included in the rules o f  a 
legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.8 1.267
Sub-Component:
B. Broadcast on public television and radio and/or public access stations 
most legislative proceedings, including committee hearings as possible.
2.7 0.888
Sub-Component:
F. Provisions for "Statement ofPrinciples" should be included in the rules 
o f  a legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.7 1.303
Sub-Component:
H. Provisions fo r "Vision Statement "should be included in the rules o f  a 
legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.3 1.435
Sub-Component:
E. Provisions for occasional "social gatherings" should be providedfor 
legislators and their families (only) at public expense (perhaps reducing 
the special interest sponsored social events.
2.2 1.193
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The following response scale of importance was used by the panelists. It is 
presented here for the easy reference of the reader.
As used by the panelists, when the rating number was:
•  1, then the descriptor is = “no importance.”
•  2, then the descriptor is = “low importance.”
•  3, then the descriptor is = “moderate importance.”
•  4, then the descriptor is = “substantial importance.”
•  5, then the descriptor is = “high importance.”
Results of using the above scale for the 124 sub-components were as 
follows.
18 = High importance.
67 = Substantial importance.
34 = Moderate importance.
5 = Low importance.
0 = No importance.
A summary review of the results of both the component and sub-components 
is presented as follows.
•  The highest mean rating of importance identified in Table 10 was, restricted 
activities of legislators.
•  The sub-component receiving the highest mean rating of importance in that 
component was conviction of criminal behavior by legislators.
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•  The components receiving the second and third highest mean rating of 
importance addressed more specifically; restricted activities in the areas of 
lobbying and of dual office holding and employment prohibitions.
•  One other component that places restrictions in a specific area was identified as 
campaign finance.
•  Each of the four components that related to restricting certain activities of 
legislators received ratings of importance in the substantially important range.
•  The component having the fifth highest mean rating of importance was the 
component relating to the administration and enforcement of state ethics laws.
•  The sub-component with the highest mean rating of importance in the area of 
administration and enforcement of state ethics laws raised the issues of clarity, 
consistency, and reason in decisions that are rendered by the ethics agency. 
Three of the components that spoke to the advocacy of activities that members
of the panel were apparently convinced were important by for an ethics enhancement 
program, were: principles statement, vision statement and mission statement. The 
mean listing of the three components listed respectively are 3.8,3.6, and 3.1.
In the area of ethics training, the mean rating of importance for the training 
component was in the moderately important range (3.4), the sub-component requiring 
mandatory training for legislators was in the substantially important range (3.7). The 
sub-component requiring annual ethics training conference for new legislators also had 
a mean rating of importance in the substantially important range (3.4).
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The component identified as “Deconun and debate”, received a mean rating of 
importance in the substantially important range (3.8). Three sub-component identified 
as a part of this component each had a mean rating of importance of 4.2.
The component identified as miscellaneous because of the wide diversity of 
sub-components that fall under this classification; had a mean rating of importance, 
lower than the other 11 primary components. Some of the sub-components sought to 
clarify and explain other components.
•  The sub-component receiving the highest mean rating of importance in the 
component identified as miscellaneous addressed the issue of adequate compensation 
for legislative service.
•  It included full reimbursement for related expenses, incurred by legislators in 
carrying out responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
In order for the reader to better understand the significance of the above 
results, the Interpretative Scale of Importance that was used in Questionnaire # Two is 
provided here. It should be carefully reviewed by the reader.
Relative to importance, when the mean rating was:
•  5.000-4.5000, then the descriptor was = “high importance.”
•  4.499-3.5000, then the descriptor was = “substantial importance.”
•  3.499-2.5000, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  2.499 -1.5000, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  1.499 - 0.0000, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
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Results of Round Three 
For each of the 12 components and 124 sub-components suggested, panel 
members were presented his or her given previous rating of importance using a five 
point anchored scale. Panel members were asked to review his or her individual rating 
and compare it with the mean rating of importance by the panel. On the questionnaire 
personalized for each panel member, the researcher placed a check (✓) by each 
component and sub-component that varied more than a plus or minus one point from 
the panel’s mean rating point of importance for each item. Panel members were 
requested to consider changing those checked ratings to within plus or minus one of 
the mean rating of importance; or to state why they felt his or her ratings were more 
appropriate.
Ten of the 12 members of the panel responded to Questionnaire # Three. Six 
of the ten panel members changed all of his or her ratings of importance for the 
checked items that the researcher had checked (✓), reflecting that his or her rating of 
importance to within the range of consensus. Four of the 10 who responded to 
Questionnaire # Three, chose not to change any of their responses. Each indicated that 
their opinions were based upon their philosophy, beliefs, and experiences and that they 
chose not to change their responses. Consensus for the study was operationally 
defined as when 51 % of panel members rated an item within plus or minus one rating 
point of the mean rating of a component and, or a sub-component..
97
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
After the final ratings of the primary components (returned in Round Three) 
were prioritized in descending order according to the means. (See Table 23.)
Table 23
Prioritization of Components bv Means (Round Three)
Component Mean SD
Restricted activities- General (not in other components 4.6 0.515
Lobbyist registration and and disclosure 4.4 0.793
Agency, administration and enforcement of statutory ethics code 4.2 0.718
Dual office holding and employment prohibitions 4.1 0.669
Campaign finance 4.0 0.603
Decorum and debate 3.9 0.793
Principles statement by each legislative body 3.8 1.030
Vision statement 3.6 0.996
Ethics training 3.4 0.793
Disclosure- personal 3.3 0.866
Mission statement by each legislative body 3.1 0.900
Miscellaneous provisions 3.0 0.603
The researcher used the same Interpretative Scale of Importance in Round
Three that was used in Round Two. Relative to importance, when the mean rating was:
•  5.000 - 4.5000, then the descriptor was = “high importance.”
•  4.499-3.5000, then the descriptor was = “substantial importance.”
•  3.499 - 2.5000, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  2.499 - 1.5000, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  1.499-0.0000, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
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Note the only change in priority listing o f the components (based on the mean, 
was the component, Ethics agency moved ahead of Dual office holding. For 
comparison purposes, the mean scores of each component in round three are reported, 
followed in parenthesis by the mean rating of each component in round two.
•  Restricted activities- General (not in other components) = 4.6 (4.6)
•  Lobbyist registration and and disclosure = 4.4 (4.4)
•  Agency, administration and enforcement of statutory ethics code = 4.2 (4.1)
•  Dual office holding and employment prohibitions = 4.1 (4.1)
•  Campaign finance = 4.0 (4.0)
•  Decorum and debate = 3.9 (3.8)
•  Principles statement by each legislative body = 3.8 (3.8)
•  Vision statement = 3.6 ( 3 .6)
•  Ethics training = 3.4 (3.4)
•  Disclosure- personal = 3.3 (3.2)
•  Mission statement by each legislative body = 3.1 (3.1)
•  Miscellaneous provisions = 3.0 (3.0)
The 124 sub-components suggested by panel members are prioritized in 
descending order according to the means. The sub-components are categorized by 
components, and are presented in Tables 24-36.
Following Table 35, a brief summary of the findings of Round Three will be 
presented. It will focus on components and sub-components.
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Table 24
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Restricted activities
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
E. Convicted criminal behavior; felonies, blatant violation o f  ethic laws, 
malfeasance in office, or gross misconduct defined by legislative body.
4.8 0.389
Sub-Component:
F. Nepotism by which a legislator uses family members to do indirectly 
what the legislator is prohibited by law from doing directly.
4.8 0.389
Sub-Component:
D. Contracts between legislators and any governmental entity, without 
competitive bidding, and awarded in accordance with procurement laws.
4.8 0.866
Sub-Component:
I. Use o f  office in abusive manner; (power, pubic property and equipment).
4.7 0.492
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from any source (other that legislative salary), for 
legislator doing things that are part o f  legislator's expected responsibilities.
4.6 0.669
Sub-Component:
A. Business interest (substantial) in any entity contracting with legislature, 
or with other governmental agency that the legislator influences or 
participates in the decision awarding business or contract for services.
4.6 0.669
Sub-Component:
J. Voting on issues where a conflict o f  interest has been identified.
4.5 0.522
Sub-Component:
C. Confidential information obtained in carrying out legislative role, used 
for personal or business benefits.
4.5 0.798
Sub-Component:
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Table 25
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Lobbyist registration
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:









B. Definition o f  lobbyist.
4.6 0.5149
Sub-Component:
G. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
4.6 0.793
Sub-Component:
I. Public access to reports, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice 
names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
4.5 0.7977
Sub-Component:
K. Reports- interest represented and categorical listing o f expenditures by 
lobbyist, relating to legislators and issues (filed semi-annually).
4.4 0.9003
Sub-Component:
D. Expenditure ceilings; set by statue on all matters, reasonable amount 
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Table 26
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Agency, administration and enforcement
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
H. Decisions rendered that are clear, consistent and reasoned.
4.6 0.515
Sub-Component:
D. Availability ofall information fo r effective public scrutiny.
4.5 0.674
Sub-Component:
K. Imposition offair and appropriate penalties for ethics code violations.
4.3 0.622
Sub-Component:
E. Clarity o f all decisions rendered, confidential and public.
4.3 0.651
Sub-Component:
A. Administration-Adequate funding, facilities, technologies (web sites 
with public friendly menu), and adequately compensated and trained staff.
4.3 0.754
Sub-Component:




B. Advice, clear, confidential, correct, adequate and timely to legislators.
4.2 0.651
Sub-Component:
C. Authority-to investigate (subpoena) & penalize, due process honored.
4.2 1.267
Sub-Component:
F. Collection o f all relevant information concerning ethics compliance.
4.1 0.669
Sub-Component:
M. Internal effective systems to investigate and carry out agency mission.
3.7 1.073
Sub-Component:




J. Identification o f  Agencies mission & principles to carry out mission
3.4 1.165
Sub-Component:
I. Encouragement o f staff member's initiative to reach agencies mission; 
proper recognition, and significant merit increases in compensation.
3.3 .965
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Table 27
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Dual office holding
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:




H. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
4.3 0.754
Sub-Component:
E. Board or commission which regulates governmental agencies that 
employ immediate family members o f  legislator.
4.2 0.718
Sub-Component:
J. Representation o f  client before any governmental agency by members 
o f legislative body who are attorneys.
4.2 0.835
Sub-Component:
F. Elective office (other than legislator) including local, state and federal.
4.2 0.835
Sub-Component:
G. Employment (full or part time) by any governmental agency including 
local, state and federal.
3.9 0.793
Sub-Component:




I. Required reports on employment, including employers and nature o f  
employment by all legislators; accessible on Internet, after reasonable 
notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
3.7 0.778
Sub-Component:
D. Appointive board or commission which regulates legislative ethics.
3.7 0.888
Sub-Component:
B. Appointive board or commission which regulates judicial ethics.
3.6 0.793
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Table 28
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Campaign finance
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
J. Publishing and distribution o f  campaign guidelines for candidates fo r  
legislative office that clearly outline; election code o f state, copies o f  




G. Procedures and penalties fo r enforcement-civil and criminal.
4.3 0.452
Sub-Component:




C. Amount o f  campaign contributions permitted by political committees
3.8 0.718
Sub-Component:
I. Prohibition o f certain campaign activities.
3.8 0.835
Sub-Component:












B. Amount o f  campaign contributions permitted by individuals.
3.5 1.087
Sub-Component:




K. Required reports; on campaign contributions and political 
committees, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f  those 
in non-compliance released to media.
3.1 1.240
104
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 29
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Decorum and debate
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
F. Each legislator shall seek to function as a body o f equals which can 




H. Each legislator shall use decorous language in addressing all who are 
a part o f  the legislative process.
4.3 0.492
Sub-Component:
E. Each legislator shall seek to avoid even the appearance o f impropriety, 
taking into consideration the importance o f  public scrutiny& public trust.
4.2 1.193
Sub-Component:
G. Each legislator shall seek to remember the responsibilities they have, 
not only for their own actions, but to each other, the legislative process, 
and to the institution o f  the legislature.
4.0 0.739
Sub-Component:
A. Each legislator shall act in a manner that creates respect by 
conducting themselves in a manner congruent to the rules governing 




D. Each legislator shall objectively consider all matters for discussion and 
debate, being informed and prepared, keeping in mind the welfare o f all 
citizens o f  the state.
3.7 1.073
Sub-Component:
C. Each legislator shall give freely o f his/her expertise during discussion 
or debate upon a given proposition, insofar as possible, fairly considering 
the proposition and the people who present them.
3.3 1.073
Sub-Component:
B. Each legislator shall dress in the attire described by the rules 
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Table 30
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Principles statement
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
A. Legislative office is a public trust.
4.8 0.452
Sub-Component:
C. Members o f a legislative body have an obligation to debate and decide 
promotions, insofar as possible, autonomous o f  improper influence.
4.3 0.888
Sub-Component:
B. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to cooperate and 
work responsibly with other legislators and the legislative system in order 
to contribute to the effectiveness o f  the legislative process.
4.2 0.577
Sub-Component:




G. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to serve with a  
personal moral commitment to excellence and dedicated public service.
4.2 0.965
Sub-Component:
D. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to keep their 
promises and practice honesty, straightforwardness, and candor.
4.2 1.138
Sub-Component:
H. Members o f a legislative body have an obligation to treat all 
individuals fairly, with a tolerance for and acceptance o f diversity.
4.0 1.128
Sub-Component:
I. Members o f  a legislative body lead by example, practicing good 
citizenship, abiding by laws and rules o f  society, participating by voting, 
and encouraging other citizens to participate in responsible citizenship.
3.8 1.115
Sub-Component
F. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to safeguard and 
enhance the integrity and positive regardfor legislative service.
3.7 0.778
Sub-Component:
E. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to provide 
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Table 31
Prioritization o f Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Vision statement
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component: 
C. Clarity is vital.
4.7 0.492
Sub-Component: 
H. Hardships are accepted.
3.5 0.674
Sub-Component: 
B. Brevity is essential.
3.5 0.905
Sub-Component:
G. Goals are worthy o f  the required efforts.
3.4 0.900
Sub-Component:
D. Determination is obvious.
3.3 0.778
Sub-Component:
F. Forward is the direction.
3.3 0.965
Sub-Component: 
I. Inspirational to read.
3.3 0.965
Sub-Component:
E. Expectations are optimistic.
3.3 1.073
Sub-Component: 
A. Aspirational is the key.
2.8 0.835
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Table 32
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Ethics training
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
B. Annual ethics training conference for legislators; mandatory fo r  new 




H. Use persons in ethics training program who have demonstrated 
experience and expertise in areas of; ethics, legislative process, training, 
ethics administration and enforcement.
4.0 0.603
Sub-Component:
C. Curriculum and materials development fo r ethics training; cooperative 
effort between legislative bodies and ethics agencies.
3.8 0.835
Sub-Component:




D. Ethics officer-each legislative body, monitor & promote ethical 
training, and public awareness.
3.1 0.9
Sub-Component:
G. Retreats (legislative) made available on a "as needed" basis for ethics 
issues (mandatary attendance for all legislatorsjm review and needs 
assessments in the areas o f  legislative ethics.
2.7 0.888
Sub-Component:
F. Role playing and hypothetical situations used in ethics training.
2.7 1.155
Sub-Component:
E. Public awareness o f legislative ethics campaign including; 
development o f curriculum guides fo r junior-high and secondary schools, 
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Table 33
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Disclosure, personal
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
C. Contracts with any state agencies.
4.8 0.389
Sub-Component:
M. Statement o f  interest filed by legislator when a pending piece of 
legislation could result in annualfinancial gain of over $5, 000.00
4.2 1.03
Sub-Component:
J. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal.
3.6 1.084
Sub-Component:
L. Required reports on disclosures; accessible on Internet, after 
reasonable notice names o f those in non-compliance released to media.
3.5 1.2432
Sub-Component:




G. Financial interest o f spouse- balance right to privacy with public's need 




K. Professional or occupational licensees held.
3.2 1.337
Sub-Component:
B. Compensation from all sources, including retainers( public & private.
2.9 1.379
Sub-Component:
E. Deposits in all financial institutions, and other Investments.
2.8 1.267
Sub-Component:






I. Names of immediate family members.
2.1 0.996
Sub-Component:
A. Cash value o f insurance policies.
1.6 0.669
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Table 34
Prioritization of Sub-Component bv Means (Round Three)
Component- Mission statement
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
D. The mission o f a legislative body is to judge the qualifications and 
elections o f  its members and to discipline and when necessary expel its 
members, following procedures consistent with the state constitution.
3.4 1.084
Sub-Component:
I. The mission o f  a legislative body is to secure justice for all citizens o f  
the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.4 1.240
Sub-Component:
F. The mission o f  a legislative body is to promote the happiness and 




C. Should reflect the desire o f legislators to repair any damaged 




G. The mission o f  a legislative body is to protect the rights for all citizens 
of the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.3 1.073
Sub-Component:
E. The mission o f  a legislative body is to preserve the peace for all citizens 
of the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.2 1.193
Sub-Component:
H. The mission o f  a legislative body is to provide the conditions and 
procedures fo r the impeachment, recall, or removal o f all elected, state 
and local officials, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
3.0 0.953
Sub-Component:
B. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f  each state 
relating to the general mission o f the legislative branch ofgovernment.
2.9 1.084
Sub-Component:
A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f  each state 
relating to the general mission of government in general.
2.6 0.900
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Table 35
Prioritization of Sub-Component by Means (Round Three)
Component- Miscellaneous provisions
Name of Sub-Component Mean SD
Sub-Component:
C. Provisions for "Decorum and Debate" should be included in the rules 
o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
3.6 0.900
Sub-Component:
A. Adequate compensation; for legislative service, full reimbursement for 
travel and other related expense, incurred by legislators in carrying out 
responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
3.6 0.996
Sub-Component:
J. Use o f less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar amounts in 
reporting private credit indebtedness, income, and investments, to 








D. Provisions for "Ethics Training" should be included in the rules o f a 
legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.9 1.165
Sub-Component:
G. Provisions for "Town Meetings" at public expense in legislative 




F. Provisions for "Statement o f Principles " should be included in the rules 
o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.7 1.303
Sub-Component:
B. Broadcast on public television and radio and/or public access stations 
most legislative proceedings, including committee hearings as possible.
2.5 0.674
Sub-Component:
E. Provisions for occasional "social gatherings" should be providedfor 
legislators and their families (only) at public expense (perhaps reducing 
the special interest sponsored social events.
2.3 1.073
Sub-Component:
H. Provisions for "Vision Statement "should be included in the rules o f a 
legislative body, not in the statutes.
2.3 1.215
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In interpreting the data, the interpretative scale below was established by the 
researcher. It was the same interpretative scale of importance used in Questionnaire
•  Two and presented here again for the convenience of the reader. When the mean 
was:
•  5.000 - 4.5000, then the descriptor was = “high importance.”
•  4.499 - 3.5000, then the descriptor was = “substantial importance.”
•  3.499-2.5000, then the descriptor was = “moderate importance.”
•  2.499 - 1.5000, then the descriptor was = “low importance.”
•  1.499-0.0000, then the descriptor was = “no importance.”
Using the interpretive scale, the 124 sub-components that were rated in Questionnaire
•  Three were as presented below, relative to importance.
•  21 = high importance.
•  61 = substantial importance.
•  37 = moderate importance.
•  5 = low importance.
•  0 = no importance
The changing of his or her ratings to within plus or minus one rating 
point of the mean, by members of the panel in Round # Three resulted in the following 
changes.
•  Components within the scale of high importance : 18 to 21.
•  Components within the scale of substantially importance: 67 to 61.
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•  Rating o f components within the scale of moderate importance: 34 to 37.
•  Rating of components within the scale of low importance: 5 to 5 .(no change)
•  Rating of components within the scale of no importance: 0 to 0. (no change) 
Using the operational definition of consensus: when more than 51 % of the
panel rated a component or sub-component within plus or minus one rating point of the 
mean rating, the following results relative to the rating of the components are noted.
•  By definition, all primary components were in consensus.
•  All but three of the components were rated in consensus by all members of the
panel.
•  The three components not in unanimous consensus were: mission statement, 
principles statement, and vision statement. Each o f these components are 
generally regarded as a pro active approach to ethics.
Using the operational definition of consensus: when more than 51 % of the 
panel rate a component or sub-component within plus or minus one rating point of the 
mean rating, the following results relative to the rating of sub-components are noted.
•  All sub-components were in consensus.
•  One of the sub-components low ratings of importance was the one advocating
the use of role playing in ethics training.
•  The sub-component with the greatest amount o f consensus was the one that 
stated that legislative service was a public trust.
113
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose o f this study was to identify the components and sub-components 
that should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature, as 
perceived by a national panel of experts in the area of legislative ethics. The research 
objectives of the study were identified as follows.
•  Obtain and compile a list of suggested components and sub-components to be 
included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature.
•  Request the panel members to review all of suggested components and sub­
components and rate each, relative to their importance.
•  Ask the panel members to review the mean rating of importance for each 
component and sub-component, and compare that rating with his or her 
individual rating of importance. Ask them to attempt and reach a consensus on 
the importance of each of the suggested components and sub-components.
The procedure used to accomplish the research objectives of the study by the
researcher was a Delphi technique. Three rounds of data collecting instruments were 
used in this study to meet the research objectives.
•  Round One had as its objective, to collect the components and sub-components 
from the panel members that they thought should be included in an ethics 
enhancement program for a state legislature.
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•  Round two had as its objective, to secure a rating of the importance of each 
suggested component and sub-component by the panel members.
•  Round Three had as its objective, to reach a consensus on the rating of 
importance by the members of the Delphi panel.
The panel enlisted for the study included persons who were who were 
identified in the CSG State Directory: Directory II Legislative Leadership Committees 
& Staff 1998. of the Council of State Governments by two positions. One was 
functional positions and the other was leadership positions. The two characteristics of 
the panel members by leadership positions were that they were elected from their own 
legislative district, and secondly, they were elected by their peers in their legislative 
bodies to one of four leadership positions. The characteristics o f the sample by 
functional positions were persons who administer and enforce state ethics laws 
applying to public officials.
The findings of each of the three rounds of the Delphi study are summarized as 
follows.
•  In Round One, the findings of the study included 12 primary components and 
an additional 124 sub-components, suggested by the members of the Delphi 
panel as ones that should be included in a legislative ethics enhancement 
program for any state legislature. The attention to detail and application present 
in the suggestions received from the panel members in Round One was far 
greater than was noted in the review of the literature.
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•  In Round Two, members of the study panel, rated the importance the 
importance of all components and sub-components suggested in Round One. 
All o f the components were rated to be important, ranging from moderately 
important to highly important. All but five of the sub-components were rated 
to be important, ranging from moderately important to highly important. The 
other five were rated either as no importance or low importance.
•  In Round Three the ratings of the components were in the range from 
moderately important to highly important. In rating the importance of the sub­
components most of the ratings moved upward in the ranges of importance, but 
the five sub-components that were rated either as no importance or low 
importance in Round Two, continued to have the same low ratings in Round 
Three. By the operational definition established in this study for consensus, a 
consensus was reached on all 12 components and all 124 sub-components..
Conclusions
The researcher reached the following conclusions based upon the data received
and analyzed in the study.
•  There was a strong consensus concerning a need for ethic enhancement 
programs in state legislatures.
•  A majority of panel members rated highly important; mandatory ethics 
training for new legislators.
116
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
•  The Delphi panel provided more detailed data and had a greater orientation for 
application, than the data found in the literature. There was no shortage of 
possible components and sub-components in the literature, but they appeared to 
the researcher to be more theoretical than practical.
•  That a majority of the panel rated the components that restricted the activities of 
legislators more important than components that encourage vision statements, 
principles statements, mission statements, and ethics training.
Recommendations
Based upon the findings of this study and the experiences related to conducting
the study, the researcher offers the following recommendations.
•  An ethics enhancement program for each state legislature.
•  The program of ethics enhancement should include: a follow up Delphi study 
using the suggestions gathered in this study as a “seed” document for Round 
One of the study.
•  The program should mandate legislative ethics training for new legislators and 
offer continuing education in legislative ethics for all legislators.
•  A course in the Delphi technique should be offered as an elective course in 
research and special efforts carried out by major universities, to develop the 
Delphi technique.
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S M lS ta tc )  
fjljlSliBuildingj} 
gIEH |j|Address') 
felMBilCitv. State, Zip Code)
Dear 15BilE>?Salutation):
Regarding: Request to serve on an expert panel, addressing Legislative Ethics.
Your investment of less than two minutes to read this letter, may make a life-time of difference in the management 
o f legislative ethics, not only in KlEilhSState). but in legislatures throughout the United States.
Your invitation to be considered for service on a Delphi Panel is based on the following :
•  Your election to serve in the EOBfiDfStatel
•  Your election to a leadership role by your colleagues, and
•  Your valuing of legislative ethics and a desire to enhance legislative ethics.
By consenting for your name to be considered for a modified random selection to serve on this expert panel, you 
will be committing to using your experience and expertise, in the privacy of your office, on three different 
occasions. Each time should require less than an hour, to respond to three separate Questionnaires.
Please let us hear from you today (target date for selection is September 1,1998). Both, your service on the 
Delphi Panel, and your responses will be anonymous, unless you should choose otherwise. In any event, your 
unselfish service will be greatly appreciated, and we believe, intrinsically rewarded.
Sincerely,
Ken Ward, Candidate 
Doctor o f Philosophy 
Louisiana State University
Enclosures: Response letter, postage paid envelope
122
P. 0 . Box 143 
Baton Rouge, LA 70821




Agreement to Serve ♦
Date: (Before September I , 1998)
TO:
Ken Ward
P. 0 . Box 143
Baton Rouge, LA 70821
FAX 504 767-1913 (Please FAX if your response will not reach us by September 1, 1998. THANK YOU!)
FROM:
TheHonorable B E ^ N a m e l.
^ 0 ® C i ty ,  State, Zip Code)
I am pleased to allow my name to be placed in consideration for service on the expert panel that will be considering 
legislative ethics. Please notify me when the selection process is completed.
Concerning the subject of anonymity, please note my preferences below.
□  Yes, my wishes are to keep my service on the Delphi Panel, and any accompanying data furnished by 
me, anonymous.
□  No, anonymity is not an issue with me. My service on the Delphi Panel; any data furnished by me, 
can for any constructive reason that enhances the research, be revealed.
Signed:___________ __________________________
Note:
•  If you have any questions, please call Ken Ward at 504 767-1918. There is a twenty- four hour phone 
bank that services this line, if he is on the line or out of the office. The messages on the phone bank can 
be accessed only by Ken or his office manager who is experienced and trustworthy in handling 
confidential calls. Please feel comfortable in leaving a message.
•  Knowing how busy that you are, we desire to be good stewards with your time. We would appreciate 
your giving us the name of a contact person that we could communicate with if we need to leave a 
message concerning this study.




♦If randomly selected for Delphi Panel
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APPENDIX C
NOTIFICATION OF SELECTION LETTER AND 
QUESTIONNAIRE ONE TRANSMITTAL LETTER
KEN WARD
504 767-1918 Telephone P. 0 . Box 143
504 767-1913 Fax Baton Rouge. LA 70821
September 4,1998
The Honorable EBBSBTNamei. SfEBBiTitlet
|IEjBB'(City, State, Zipcodej 
Dear HB^B^Salutation):
Regarding; Your selection to serve on expert panel, addressing Legislative Ethics and Questionnaire # 
One.
Congratulations, upon your selection and thank you for your willingness to serve as a member of the Delphi 
Panel that was established and selected to study the area of legislative ethics.
Please find enclosed, the first of three instruments to collect data for this study. It is entitled, Questionnaire # 
One. Attached to this letter are Instructions and Examples for Questionnaire # One but should there be any 
questions, please don’t hesitate to call me a t 504 766-1918.
Remember, there is a twenty-four-hour phone bank that services this number, if I am on the line or out of the 
office. The messages on the phone bank can be accessed only by me and my office manager who is experienced 
and very trust worthy in handling confidential calls. Please feel comfortable in leaving your message.
Please return the enclosed Questionnaire as quickly as possible. In order to adhere to a strict time-line for this 
study, we need your response not later than, September 14,1998.
Your time, experiences, and expertise, are of great value to us. Thank you again for sharing them in this 
manner.
Sincerely,
Ken Ward, Candidate 
Doctor of Philosophy 
Louisiana State University
Enclosures; Questionnaire # One, and Return Envelope.
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APPENDIX D
QUESTIONNAIRE # ONE 
QUESTIONNAIRE# ONI
Delphi Panel member: The Honorable ESRlSSftNamel
Task Statement:
Please respond to the major research question of this study, beginning on this page, or you may wish to 
place your responses on sheets of paper (as many as you need) and attach them to this instrument, in 
order to complete your answer to the following research question.
What components should be included in an ethics enhancement program fo r  a  state legislature?______
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Research Question continued...
What components should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature?
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Research Question continued..
What components should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature?
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Research Question continued...
What components should be included in an ethics enhancement program fo r  a state legislature?
Ken Ward, Candidate P.O. Box 143-Baton Rouge LA 70821
Doctor of Philosophy Telephone 504 767-1918
Louisiana State University Fax 504 767-1913
Note: Please attach all sheets of paper used to complete your response. Thank you.
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APPENDIX E
INSTRUCTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE # ONE 
INSTRUCTIONS AND EXAMPLES FOR QUESTIONNAIRE #  ONE
Delphi P anel member: The Honorable BMBEEjiiName3___________________________
Operational Definitions
The researcher has operationally ♦defined the following terms for the purposes of this study.
1. Legislative Ethics has been defmed operationally as,
•  Rules or standards, governing the conduct o f  a legislator, or members o f  a  legislature.
2. Values &  Principles are operationally defined as,
•  The qualities considered worthwhile or desirable.
3. Component is operationally defmed as,
•  A pa rt o f  or an ingredient o f  a program.
4. Enhancement is operationally defined as,
•  To improve, make greater, or reform  (assuming base line of zero or no ethics program).
5. Program  is operationally defined as,
• An official policy, plan, model to follow , or strategies to  carry out.
6. State Legislature is operationally defmed as,
• Any state legislature in the United States o f  America.
♦Basic definitions from: American Heritage Talking Dictionary, (1994), modified for use in this study.
Task Statement
Please respond to the major research question of this study on page one of Questionnaire # One.
What components should be included in an ethics enhancement program  fo r  a  state legislature?
Example
Vision statement could be considered a component.
Note: A more complete response mav include additional data, i.e.,
a. A copy of vision statement (if one exist for your state legislature) may be attached.
b. A suggested vision statement may be written by the Delphi Panel member.
c. A summary sentence suggesting what should be in a vision statement could be offered.
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APPENDIX F 
QUESTIONNAIRE # ONE REMINDER FACSIMILE 
Facsimile
To: FIELD, Contact Person
Fax:
Phone:
Pages: 1, including this cover sheet.
Date: September 11,1998
agreed and was selected to serve on a national Delphi Panel studying Legislative
Ethics for state legislatures. The basic research question is, "What components should be included in 
an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature?"
You were named the contact person for, in this study and will to a large extent enhance the quality of 
the results of this study. We appreciate any and all contributions that you are willing to make.
The first survey already mailed to, requested that the information be returned to us by September 14, 
1998. That date has been extended to September 18,1998 due to requests from members of the 
panel who were having difficulty with the original request date.
You can help us tremendously by doing one or both of the following:
1. Let f i e l d  know of the four day extension for the return of Questionnaire # 1.
2. Please do all within your power to assure that the information is forwarded to us on that date. 
Thank You for your help in this matter.
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APPENDIX G 
QUESTIONNAIRE # TWO 
QDESTIONIUUIE # 1 W 0
Delphi Panel member: The Honorable EBB@?Name)
SUGGESTED COMPONENTS FOR AN ETHICS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM 
OF A STATE LEGISLATURE
The components and sub-components listed on the following pages, were suggested bv at least one member of the 
Delphi Panel. Most were suggested bv more than one. The components and sub-components were edited by the 
researcher to avoid duplication, and for brevity and clarity in some instances.
Task Statement (Part 1-Pages 2-13)
The suggested components are listed alphabetically and assigned a number based on their alphabetical arrangement. 
The sub-components of each component, are also alphabetically listed and assigned a letter based on their 
alphabetical arrangement
The exception to this procedure is the component that this researcher has labeled "Miscellaneous Provisions." It is 
placed first, without a number, because it contains a number of suggestions that may not constitute a sub­
component in the same fashion of other suggested sub-components, but affects a general understanding of the other 
suggested components and sub-components ethics enhancement program. It may be helpful to read the other 
suggestions before the "Miscellaneous Provisions."
Please read each of the components and sub-components. Circle the one number from the five numbers 
(following each component and sub-component) which most closely reflects your opinion concerning the degree 
of importance relative to that component or sub-component. In order to help distinguish between the components 
and the sub-components, each of the components are bolded, and the sub-components...italicized.
Degrees of importance, and corresponding numbers reflecting those degrees of importance (1 = No importance, 2 
= Low importance, 3 = Moderate importance, 4 = Substantial importance, and 5 = High importance) are listed 
above each grouping of components.
Task Statement (Part 2-Paees 14-...)
On page 14 (and as many pages as one needs to add) of this questionnaire, panel members who think that the 
combining of a component or sub-component with another worded similarly, significantly altered or omitted a 
component or sub-component from this questionnaire, are encouraged to indicate this, and the suggested changes 
will be included in the next report. Also be reminded, that a member of the panel, for any reason may suggest 
another component or sub-component during this round of the survey.
Notes: Ethics Code was not listed as a component but generally regarded synonymously by the panel with an 
ethics enhancement program, inclusive of the other components that were suggested. Remember, the focus of this 
study is the inclusion of components in an ethics enhancement program, and does not address implementation. 
How to implement a program will be a topic in another study.
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Rating o f  Importance
1 = No importance. 2 °  Low importance. 3 = Moderate importance, 4 = Substantial importance, 5 -  High importance
Circle one
Component' Miscellaneous provisions 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Adequate compensation; fo r legislative service, full 
reimbursement fo r  travel and other related expense, incurred by legislators in 
carrying out the responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Broadcast on public television and radio and/or public access 
stations most legislative proceedings, including committee hearings insofar as 
possible.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Provisions for "Decorum and Debate" should be included in 
the rules o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Provisions for "Ethics Training" should be included in the 
rules o f  a legislative body, not in the statutes.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Provisions for occasional "social gatherings" should be 
providedfor legislators and their families (only) at public expense (perhaps reducing 
the special interest sponsored social events.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Provisions for "Statement o f Principles" should be included in 
the rules o f a legislative body, not in the statutes
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Provisions for "Town Meetings" at public expense in 
legislative districts (except during campaign periods) would foster accountability 
and accessability.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Provisions for "Vision Statement "should be included in the 
rules o f  a legislative body, not in the statutes.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Provisions for responsible "whistle blowing" and "hot line" 
programs o f reporting alleged violations.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Use of less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar amounts 
in reporting private credit indebtedness, income, and investments, to balance 
legislators right to privacy with public's need to know by reporting.
1 2 3 4 5
Component: 1. Agency, administration and enforcement o f statutory ethics code 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Administration-Adequate funding, facilities, technologies (web 
sites with public friendly menu), and adequately compensated and trained staff.
1 2 3 4
Sub-Component: B. Advice, clear, confidential, correct, adequate and timely to 
legislators.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Authority-to investigate (subpoena) and penalize, due process 
honored.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Availability o f  all information fo r  effective public scrutiny. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Clarity o f  all decisions rendered, confidential and public. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Collection o f all relevant information concerning ethics 
compliance.
1 2 3 4 5
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Sub-Component: G. Continual review o f agencies; authority, activities, goals, & 
procedures.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Decisions rendered that are clear, consistent and reasoned 1 2 3 4 5
Subcomponent. Encouragement ofstaff member's initiative to reach agencies 
mission; proper recognition, and significant merit increases in compensation.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Identification o f Agencies mission & principles to carry out 
mission.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: K. Imposition offair and appropriate penalties fo r  violations o f  
ethics code.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: L. Independent nonpartisan membership (less than 9) established 
statutorily.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: M. Internal effective systems to investigate and carry out agency 
mission.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: N. Reports, annually and as needed to legislative bodies and 
public frequent updates on opinions and current issues are essential).
Component; 2. Campaign finance 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Administered by ethics agency-authority and procedure 
established by statute.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by individuals. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by political 
committees.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by political 
office holders.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Exclusions o f certain campaign contributions, such as no quid 
pro quo.
Sub-Component: F. Expenditures, utilization o f campaign contributions, 
provisions and prohibitions.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component :G. Procedures and penalties fo r enforcement-civil and criminal. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Prohibition o f campaign contributions from certain persons, 
special interest groups.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Prohibition o f certain campaign activities. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: i. Publishing and distribution o f  campaign guidelines for 
candidates for legislative office that clearly outline; election code ofstate, copies o f  
required reports on campaign contributions and expenditures, political committees, 
instructions urging persons seeking to become members o f a legislative body to run 
their campaigns in a manner that elevates public discourse and promotes the fair 
andfree exchange o f ideas, and other related materials anticipated to be needed by 
candidate.
1 2 3 4 5
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Sub-Component: K. Required reports on campaign contributions and political 
committees; accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f those in non- 
compliance released to media.
1 2 3 4 5
Component- 3. Decorum and debate 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Each legislator shall act in a manner that creates respect by 
conducting themselves in a manner congruent to the rules governing decorum and 
debate as adopted by the legislative body o f which they are a member.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Each legislator shall dress in the attire described by the rules 
governing decorum as adopted by the legislative body o f which they are a member.
Sub-Component: C. Each legislator shall give freely o f his/her expertise during 
discussion or debate upon a given proposition, insofar as possible, fairly 
considering the proposition and the people who present them.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Each legislator shall objectively consider all matters for 
discussion and debate, being informed and prepared, keeping in mind the welfare o f  
all citizens o f  the state.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component E. Each legislator shall seek to avoid even the appearance o f  
impropriety, taking into consideration the importance o f public scrutiny and public 
trust.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Each legislator shall seek to function as a body o f equals which 
can disagree without being disagreeable, "Striving mightily, but eating and drinking 
as friends."
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Each legislator shall seek to remember the responsibilities they 
have, not only for their own actions, but to each other, the legislative process, and to 
the institution o f the legislature.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Each legislator shall use decorous language in addressing all 
who are a part o f  the legislative process
1 2 3 4 5
Component; 4. Disclosure, personal 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Cash value o f insurance policies. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Compensation from all sources, including retainers (public 
and private).
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Contracts with any state agencies, 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Credit indebtedness. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Deposits in all financial institutions, and other Investments. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Employment (employers names and nature o f employment), 
Offices and/or directorships held.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Financial interest o f spouse- balance right to privacy with 
public's need to know by reporting less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar 
amounts.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Identification o f  trusts by beneficiary and trustees. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Names o f immediate family members. 1 2 3 4 5
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Sub-Component: J. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component :K. Professional or occupational licensees held. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: L. Required reports on disclosures; accessible on Internet, after 
reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: M. Statement o f interest filed by legislator when a pending piece 
o f legislation could result in annual financial gain o f  over $5, 000.00.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: N. Tax returns; local, state, and federal. 1 2 3 4 5
Component: 5. Dual office holding and employment prohibitions 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Appointive governmental board or commission for which 
compensation is paid.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Appointive board or commission which regulates judicial 
ethics.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Appointive board or commission which regulates executive 
branch o f state government.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Appointive board or commission which regulates legislative 
ethics.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component :E. Board or commission which regulates governmental agencies 
that employ immediate family members o f legislator.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Elective office (other than legislator) including local, state and 
federal.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Employment (full or part time) by any governmental agency 
including local, state and federal.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Required reports on employment, including employers and 
nature o f employment by all legislators; accessible on Internet, after reasonable 
notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Representation o f  client before any governmental agency by 
members o f legislative body who are attorneys.
1 2 3 4 5
Component: 6. Ethics training 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Administration o f training by legislative bodies-authority to 
make mandatory.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Annual ethics training conference for legislators; mandatory 
for new legislators, available for other legislators, use ethics agencies staff members.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Curriculum and materials development for ethics training; 
cooperative effort between legislative bodies and ethics agencies.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component :D. Ethics officer-each legislative body, monitor & promote 
ethical training, and public awareness.
1 2 3 4 5
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Sub-Component: E. Public awareness o f  legislative ethics campaign including; 
development o f curriculum guides for junior-high and secondary schools, providing 
brochures stressing importance o f legislative role (for youth and adults).
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Role playing and hypothetical situations used in ethics 
training.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Retreats (legislative) made available on a "as needed" basis 
fo r  ethics issues (mandatary attendance for all legislatorsjm review and needs 
assessments in the areas o f  legislative ethics.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Use persons in ethics training program who have 
demonstrated experience and expertise in areas of; ethics, legislative process, 
training, ethics administration and enforcement.
1 2 3 4 5
Component; 7. Lobbyist registration and and disclosure 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Administration, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and 
legislative body.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component; B. Definition o f lobbyist. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Enforcement, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and 
legislative body.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Expenditure ceilings: set by statue on all matters, reasonable 
amount fo r  entertainment, but all expenditures reported.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Expenditure prohibitions. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Expenditure reports. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and criminal. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Prohibited conduct. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Public access to reports,, accessible on Internet, after 
reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Registration o f lobbyists, compilation ofrelated data. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: K. Reports- interest represented and categorical listing o f  
expenditures by lobbyist, relating to legislators and issues (filed semi-annually).
1 2 3 4 5
Component; 8. Mission statement by each legislative body 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f  
each state relating to the general mission o f government in general.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f 
each state relating to the general mission o f the legislative branch ofgovernment.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Should reflect the desire o f  legislators to repair any damaged 
reputation and reestablish credibility and confidence in the legislature as an 
institution.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. The mission o f a legislative body is to judge the qualifications 
and elections o f its members and to discipline and when necessary expel its 
members, following procedures consistent with the state constitution.
1 2 3 4 5
136
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Sub-Component: E. The mission o f a legislative body is to preserve the peace for 
all citizens o f  the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. The mission o f a legislative body is to promote the happiness 
and general welfare for all citizens o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative 
propositions.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. The mission ofa legislative body is to protect the rights for all 
citizens o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. The mission o f a legislative body is to provide the conditions 
and procedures for the impeachment, recall, or removal o f all elected, state and 
local officials, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. The mission ofa legislative body is to secure justice for all 
citizens o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
1 2 3 4 5
Component 9. Principles statement by each legislative body I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: A. Legislative office is a public trust. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to cooperate 
and work responsibly with other legislators and the legislative system in order to 
contribute to the effectiveness o f the legislative process.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Members o f a legislative body have an obligation to debate 
and decide promotions, insofar as possible, autonomous o f improper influence.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to keep their 
promises and practice honesty, straightforwardness, and candor.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to provide 
constituents with the necessary information needed to hold a legislator accountable.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Members o f a legislative body have an obligation to safeguard 
and enhance the integrity and positive regard fo r  legislative service.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to serve with 
a personal moral commitment to excellence and dedicated public service.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to treat all 
individuals fairly, with a tolerance for and acceptance ofdiversity.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Members o f  a legislative body lead by example, practicing good 
citizenship, abiding by the laws and rules o f  society, participating by voting, and 
encouraging other citizens to participate in responsible citizenship.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Members o f a legislative body must be guided by conscience 
and by general moral principles.
1 2 3 4 5
Component; 10. Restricted activities, general (not covered in other components) 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component :A. Business interest (substantial) in any entity contracting with 
legislature, or with other governmental agency that the legislator influences or 
participates in the decision awarding business or contract for services.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Compensation from any source (other that legislative salary), 
fo r legislator doing things that are part o f legislator's expected responsibilities.
1 2 3 4 5
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Sub-Component: C. Confidential information obtained in carrying out legislative 
role, used for personal or business benefits.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Contracts between legislators and any governmental entity, 
without competitive bidding, and awarded in accordance with procurement laws.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Convicted criminal behavior; including felonies, blatant 
violation o f  ethic laws, malfeasance in office, or gross misconduct defined by 
legislative body.
I 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Nepotism by which a legislator uses family members to do 
indirectly what the legislator is prohibited by law from doing directly.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Political activity by legislative employees on behalf o f  
political candidate or party.
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Post Government employment (within year ofcessation o f office 
holding).
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Use o f office in abusive manner; (power, pubic property and 
equipment).
1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: J. Voting on issues where a conflict o f interest has been identified. 1 2 3 4 5
Component; 11. Vision statement 1 2 3 4
Sub-Component: A. Aspirational is the key. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: B. Brevity is essential. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: C. Clarity is vital. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: D. Determination is obvious. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: E. Expectations are optimistic. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: F. Forward is the direction. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: G. Goals are worthy o f  the required efforts. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: H. Hardships are accepted. 1 2 3 4 5
Sub-Component: I. Inspirational to read. 1 2 3 4 5
Task Statement (Part 2)
As already stated in the introduction of this Questionnaire, components and sub-components were edited by the 
researcher to avoid duplication, and for brevity and clarity in some instances. As a panel member; if you think that 
the researcher has by combining your suggested component or sub-component with another worded similarly, 
significantly altered or omitted one of your suggested components or sub-components from this questionnaire, 
please indicate this below.
Also, if for any reason, one of your suggested component does not appear above, please indicate this below also. 
The suggested changes will be included in the next report.
What additional components should be included in an ethics enhancement program for a state legislature?
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APPENDIX H
QUESTIONNAIRE # TWO TRANSMITTAL LETTER
KEN WARD
504 767-1918 Telephone P. 0. Box 143
504 767-1913 Fax_____________________________________ Baton Rouge, LA 70821
September 25,1998
The Honorable fflMNamel gSIlTitle)
Dear BlEBlESllSalutationS:
Thank you again for your willingness to serve on a national Delphi Panel studying Legislative Ethics for state 
legislatures. Your selection after your agreement to serve, became a part of an important and necessary 
balance of the panel, based on geographical consideration and position of service. Without your participation, 
the validity of the findings from the study will be threatened. Again, please know that we have a tremendous 
appreciation and respect for the demands that this study has placed upon your time. Hopefully, this round of the 
survey will take a considerable less amount of your time.
Please find enclosed, the second of three instruments to collect data for this study. It is entitled, Questionnaire # 
Two. Should there be any questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at 504 766-1918. Remember, there is a 
twenty-four-hour phone bank that services this number, if I am on the line or out of the office. Please feel 
comfortable in leaving your message.
Again, I am requesting that the enclosed Questionnaire be returned as quickly as possible. In order to adhere to a 
strict time-line for this study, we need your response not later than, October 10,1998, and earlier if at all 
possible.
Your time, experiences, and expertise, are of great value to us, as I know legislative ethics are to you. Thank you 
again for sharing them in this manner, for the sake of this study and just perhaps, for the future of legislative 
ethics in our nation.
Sincerely,
Ken Ward, Candidate 
Doctor of Philosophy 
Louisiana State University
Enclosures: Questionnaire # Two, and Postage-Paid Priority Return Envelope
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APPENDIX I 
QUESTIONNAIRE # THREE 
*QBESnONNJUIE#THREE
Delphi Panel member: The Honorable )|§|j|§ifName5
RATING THE IMPORTANCE OF SUGGESTED COMPONENTS 
FOR AN ETHICS ENHANCEMENT PROGRAM OF A STATE LEGISLATURE
Task Statement (Part 1- Compare vour ratine (xl with the Mean Ratine of Components (XI and Sub-Components 
If your rating varied more than plus or minus one from the mean rating (marked with a ✓) , please consider 
changing your rating to one that is within plus or minus one rating point of the mean. If you choose not to change 
your rating, please comment as to why you feel that your original rating is the more appropriate.
Component/sub-component x X SD New X
✓ Component: # 1- Miscellaneous provisions
Sub-Component: A. Adequate compensation: for legislative service, full 
reimbursement fo r  travel and other related expense, incurred by legislators in 
carrying out responsibilities related to their role as a legislator.
Sub-Component: B. Broadcast on public television and radio and/or public 
access stations most legislative proceedings, including committee hearings as 
possible.
Sub-Component: C. Provisions fo r "Decorum and Debate" should be included 
in the rules o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
Sub-Component: D. Provisions fo r  "Ethics Training" should be included in the 
rules o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
Sub-Component: E. Provisions for occasional "social gatherings" should be 
provided fo r  legislators and their families (only) at public expense (perhaps 
reducing the special interest sponsored social events.
Sub-Component: F. Provisions for "Statement o f Principles" should be 
included in the rules o f a legislative body, not in the statutes.
Sub-Component: G. Provisions fo r "Town Meetings" at public expense in 
legislative districts (except during campaign periods) would foster 
accountability and accessability.
Sub-Component: H. Provisions for "Vision Statement "should be included in 
the rules o f  a legislative body, not in the statutes.
Sub-Component: I. Provisions for responsible "whistle blowing" and "hot line" 
programs o f  reporting alleged violations.
Sub-Component: J. Use of less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar 
amounts in reporting private credit indebtedness, income, and investments, to 
balance legislators right to privacy with public's need to know by reporting.
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Component it 2-Agency, administration & enforcement of statutory ethics
Sub-Component: A. Administration-Adequate funding, facilities, technologies 
(web sites with public friendly menu), and adequately compensated and trained 
staff.
Sub-Component: B. Advice, dear, confidential, correct, adequate and timely to 
legislators.
Sub-Component: C. Authority-to investigate (subpoena) and penalize, due 
process honored.
Sub-Component: D. Availability o f  all information for effective public scrutiny.
Sub-Component: E. Clarity o f  all decisions rendered, confidential and public.
Sub-Component: F. Collection o f all relevant information concerning ethics 
compliance.
Sub-Component: G. Continual review o f agencies; authority, activities, goals, 
& procedures.
Sub-Component: H. Decisions rendered that are clear, consistent and reasoned
Sub-Component: I. Encouragement ofstaff member's initiative to reach 
agencies mission; proper recognition, and significant merit increases in 
compensation.
Sub-Component: J. Identification o f  Agencies mission & principles to carry out 
mission.
Sub-Component: K. Imposition o f  fa ir and appropriate penalties for ethics code 
violations.
Sub-Component: L. Independent nonpartisan membership (less than 9) 
established statutorily.
Sub-Component: M. Internal effective systems to investigate and carry out 
agency mission.
Sub-Component: N. Reports, annually and as needed to legislative bodies and 
public frequent updates on opinions and current issues are essential.
Component # 3 -Campaign finance
Sub-Component: A. Administered by ethics agency-authority and procedure 
established by statute.
Sub-Component: B. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by 
individuals.
Sub-Component: C. Amount o f  campaign contributions permitted by political 
committees.
Sub-Component: D. Amount o f campaign contributions permitted by political 
office holders.
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Sub-Component: E. Exclusions o f certain campaign contributions, such as no 
quid pro quo.
Sub-Component: F. Expenditures, utilization o f campaign contributions, 
provisions and prohibitions.
Sub-Component: G. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and 
criminal.
Sub-Component: H. Prohibition o f campaign contributions from certain persons, 
special interest groups.
Sub-Component: I. Prohibition o f certain campaign activities.
Sub-Component: J. Publishing and distribution o f  campaign guidelines fo r  
candidates fo r  legislative office that clearly outline; .election code ofstate, copies 
o f required reports on campaign contributions and expenditures, political 
committees, instructions urging persons seeking to become members o f a 
legislative body to run their campaigns in a manner that elevates public discourse 
and promotes the fa ir andfree exchange o f ideas, and other related materials 
anticipated to be needed by candidate
Sub-Component: K. Required reports; on campaign contributions and political 
committees, accessible on Internet, after reasonable notice names o f  those in non- 
compliance released to media.
Component # 4 - Decorum and debate
Sub-Component: A. Each legislator shall act in a manner that creates respect by 
conducting themselves in a manner congruent to the rules governing decorum and 
debate as adopted by the legislative body o f  which they are a member.
Sub-Component: B. Each legislator shall dress in the attire described by the 
rules governing decorum as adopted by the legislative body o f  which they are a 
member.
Sub-Component: C. Each legislator shall give freely o f his/her expertise during 
discussion or debate upon a given proposition, insofar as possible, fairly 
considering the proposition and the people who present them.
Sub-Component: D. Each legislator shall objectively consider all matters fo r  
discussion and debate, being informed and prepared, keeping in mind the welfare 
o f  all citizens o f the state.
Sub-Component: E. Each legislator shall seek to avoid even the appearance o f  
impropriety, taking into consideration the importance o f  public scrutiny& public 
trust.
Sub-Component: F. Each legislator shall seek to function as a body o f equals 
which can disagree without being disagreeable, "Striving mightily, but eating and 
drinking as friends."
Sub-Component: G. Each legislator shall seek to remember the responsibilities 
they have, not only for their own actions, but to each other, the legislative 
process, and to the institution o f the legislature.
Sub-Component: H. Each legislator shall use decorous language in addressing 
all who are a part o f the legislative process
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Component # 5 - Disclosure, personal
Sub-Component: A. Cash value o f insurance policies.
Sub-Component: B. Compensation from all sources, including retainers(public 
& private).
Sub-Component: C. Contracts with any state agencies.
Sub-Component: D. Credit indebtedness.
Sub-Component: E. Deposits in all financial institutions, and other Investments.
Sub-Component: F. Employment (employers names and nature o f employment) 
Offices and/or directorships held.
Sub-Component: G. Financial interest o f spouse- balance right to privacy with 
public's need to know by reporting less intrusive ranges rather than actual dollar 
amounts.
Sub-Component: H. Identification o f trusts by beneficiary and trustees.
Sub-Component: I. Names o f  immediate family members.
Sub-Component: J. Procedures and penalties fo r enforcement-civil and criminal.
Sub-Component: K. Professional or occupational licensees held.
Sub-Component: L. Required reports on disclosures; accessible on Internet, 
after reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
Sub-Component: M. Statement o f  interest filed by legislator when a pending 
piece o f legislation could result in annual financial gain o f over $5, 000.00.
Sub-Component: N. Tax returns; local, state, and federal.
Component # 6 - Dual office holding and employment prohibitions
Sub-Component; A. Appointive governmental board or commission fo r  which 
compensation is paid.
Sub-Component: B. Appointive board or commission which regulates judicial 
ethics.
Sub-Component: C. Appointive board or commission which regulates executive 
branch o f  state government.
Sub-Component: D. Appointive board or commission which regulates 
legislative ethics.
Sub-Component: E. Board or commission which regulates governmental 
agencies that employ immediate family members o f  legislator.
Sub-Component: F. Elective office (other than legislator) including local, state 
andfederal.
Sub-Component: G. Employment (full or part time) by any governmental agency 
including local, state and federal.
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Sub-Component: H. Procedures and penalties for enforcement-civil and 
criminal.
Sub-Component: I. Required reports on employment, including employers and 
nature o f employment by all legislators; accessible on Internet, after reasonable 
notice names o f those in non-compliance released to media.
Sub-Component: J. Representation o f  client before any governmental agency 
by members o f  legislative body who are attorneys.
Component # 7 -  Ethics training
Sub-Component: A. Administration o f  training by legislative bodies-authority to 
make mandatory.
Sub-Component: B. Annual ethics training conference for legislators; 
mandatory fo r  new legislators, available for other legislators, use ethics agencies 
sta ff members.
Sub-Componeni: C. Curriculum and materials development for ethics 
training; cooperative effort between legislative bodies and ethics agencies.
Sub-Component: D. Ethics officer-each legislative body, monitor & promote 
ethical training, and public awareness.
Sub-Component: E. Public awareness o f legislative ethics campaign 
including; development o f  curriculum guides for junior-high and secondary 
schools, providing brochures stressing importance o f  legislative role (for youth 
and adults).
Sub-Component: F. Role playing and hypothetical situations used in ethics 
training.
Sub-Component: G. Retreats (legislative) made available on a "as needed" 
basis fo r ethics issues (mandatary attendance fo r  all legislators)m review and 
needs assessments in the areas o f legislative ethics.
Sub- Component: H. Use persons in ethics training program who have 
demonstrated experience and expertise in areas of; ethics, legislative process, 
training, ethics administration and enforcement.
Component# 8 - Lobbyist registration and and disclosure
Sub-Component: A. Administration, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and 
legislative body.
Sub-Component: B. Definition o f  lobbyist.
Sub-Component: C. Enforcement, joint responsibilities by ethics agency and 
legislative body.
Sub-Component: D. Expenditure ceilings; set by statue on all matters, 
reasonable amount fo r entertainment, but all expenditures reported.
Sub-Component: E. Expenditure prohibitions.
Sub-Component: F. Expenditure reports.
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Sub-Component: G. Procedures and penalties fo r  enforcement-civil and 
criminal.
Sub-Component: H. Prohibited conduct.
Sub-Component: I. Public access to reports, accessible on Internet, after 
reasonable notice names o f  those in non-compliance released to media.
Sub-Component: J. Registration o f lobbyists, compilation o f  related data.
Sub-Component: K. Reports- interest represented and categorical listing o f 
expenditures by lobbyist, relating to legislators and issues (filed semi-annually)
Component # 9 - Mission Statement by each legislative body
Sub-Component: A. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions of 
each state relating to the general mission o f  government in general.
Sub-Component: B. Should incorporate the specific constitutional provisions o f 
each state relating to the general mission o f  the legislative branch o f  government.
Sub-Component: C. Should reflect the desire o f  legislators to repair any 
damaged reputation and reestablish credibility and confidence in the legislature 
as an institution.
Sub-Component: D. The mission o f a legislative body is to judge the 
qualifications and elections o f its members and to discipline and when necessary 
expel its members, following procedures consistent with the state constitution.
Sub-Component: E. The mission o f a legislative body is to preserve the peace for 
all citizens o f the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component: F. The mission o f a legislative body is to promote the 
happiness and general welfare fo r  all citizens o f the state, by passing or rejecting 
legislative propositions.
Sub-Component: G. The mission o f a legislative body is to protect the rights fo r  
all citizens o f  the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component: H. The mission o f a legislative body is to provide the conditions 
and procedures for the impeachment, recall, or removal o f  all elected, state and 
local officials, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
Sub-Component: I. The mission o f a legislative body is to secure justice fo r  all 
citizens o f  the state, by passing or rejecting legislative propositions.
Component # 10 - Principles statement by each legislative body
Sub-Component: A. Legislative office is a public trust.
Sub-Component: B. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to 
cooperate and work responsibly with other legislators and the legislative system 
in order to contribute to the effectiveness o f the legislative process.
Sub-Component: C. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to debate 
and decide promotions, insofar as possible, autonomous o f  improper influence.
Sub-Component: D. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to keep 
their promises and practice honesty, straightforwardness, and candor.
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Sub-Component:_E. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to provide 
constituents with the necessary information needed to hold a legislator 
accountable.
Sub-Component: F. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to 
safeguard and enhance the integrity and positive regard for legislative service.
Sub-Component: G. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to serve 
with a personal moral commitment to excellence and dedicated public service.
Sub-Component: H. Members o f  a legislative body have an obligation to treat all 
individuals fairly, with a tolerance for and acceptance o f  diversity.
Sub-Component: I. Members o f  a legislative body lead by example, practicing 
good citizenship, abiding by laws and rules o f society, participating by voting, 
and encouraging other citizens to participate in responsible citizenship.
Sub-Component: J. Members o f  a legislative body must be guided by conscience 
and by general moral principles.
Component #11- Restricted activities- General (not in other components)
Sub-Component: A. Business interest (substantial) in any entity contracting 
with legislature, or with other governmental agency that the legislator influences 
or participates in the decision awarding business or contract for services.
Sub-Component: B. Compensation from any source (other that legislative 
salary), fo r legislator doing things that are part o f legislator's expected 
responsibilities.
Sub-Component: C. Confidential information obtained in carrying out 
legislative role, used for personal or business benefits.
Sub-Component: D. Contracts between legislators and any governmental entity, 
without competitive bidding, and awarded in accordance with procurement laws.
Sub-Component: E. Convicted criminal behavior; felonies, blatant violation o f  
ethic laws, malfeasance in office, or gross misconduct defined by legislative 
body.
Sub-Component: F. Nepotism by which a legislator uses family members to do 
indirectly what the legislator is prohibited by law from doing directly.
Sub-Component: G. Political activity by legislative employees on behalf o f  
political candidate or party.
Sub-Component: H. Post Government employment (within year o f cessation o f 
office holding).
Sub-Component: I. Use o f office in abusive manner; (power, pubic property and 
equipment).
Sub-Component: J. Voting on issues where a conflict o f interest has been 
identified.
Component # 12. Vision statement
Sub-Component: A. Aspirational is the key.
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Sub-Component: B. Brevity is essential.
Sub-Component: C. Clarity is vital.
Sub-Component: D. Determination is obvious.
Sub-Component: E. Expectations are optimistic.
Sub-Component: F. Forward is the direction.
Sub-Component: G. Goals are worthy o f  the required efforts.
Sub-Component: H. Hardships are accepted.
Sub-Component: I. Inspirational to read.
Comments
Please provide comments relating to those components and sub-components (marked with a t/ ) that were not 
changed. Add as many sheets of paper as needed.
* Questionnaire # Three was customized...this form represents but is not the actual form that was sent to each 
panelist
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APPENDIX J
QUESTIONNAIRE# THREE TRANSMITTAL LETTER
K EN  W A R D
504 767-1918 Telephone P. 0. Box 143
504 767-1913 Fax Baton Rouge, LA 70821
October 19,1998
iBIB l M Stateii
HSlAddressJ 
BJElSffiCitv. State, Zip code)
Regarding: Final Questionnaire (Round Three) of legislative ethics study
Dear fifEBBESalutationj:
Thank you for your continued service on a national Delphi Panel studying Legislative Ethics for state legislatures. 
Your participation in this final round of the study is critical for competing your hard work and the collective hard 
work of others who have serve with you on the panel. Hopefully, this round of the survey will not be as time 
consuming as Round One and Round Two.
Please note in this transmission, the Final and third of three instruments to collect data for this study. It is 
entitled, Questionnaire # Two. Should there be any questions, please don’t hesitate to call me at 504 766-1918. 
Remember, there is a twenty-four-hour phone bank that services this number, if I am on the line or out of the 
office. Please feel comfortable in leaving your message.
Again, I am requesting that the Questionnaire included with transmission be returned as quickly as possible. In 
order to adhere to a strict time-line for this study, we need your response IF POSSIBLE, Friday October 23, but 
please not later than, Monday, October 26,1998.
Your continued service as demonstrated just how greatly you value legislative ethics. Thank you again for 
sharing your time, experiences, and expertise. Please help all involved in this study by completing this third and 
final round as quickly as possible.
This researcher who has closely monitored the legislative process for nearly 25 years is convinced that eventually 
this study will make a positive difference in the future of legislative ethics in our nation. Our prayers and best 
wishes for you and the contributions that you have made and will make to a system, that no matter its imperfections 
has served the people of these United States, remarkably well.
Ken Ward, Candidate 
Doctor of Philosophy 
Louisiana State University
Enclosures: Questionnaire it Three, Instruction Page and Summary Response Sheet for Quick response.
Sincerely,
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APPENDIX K
QUESTIONNAIRE# THREE REMINDER LETTER 
Fa c s im il e
To: RTBBfBjjContact Personf
Phone: @S^ Ej8Telephoneji
Pages: 3, including this cover sheet.
Date: September 22,1998
fflM fflfCnntact Person^.
Please one final time, we are asking for your help in seeking an immediate response from one of our 
panel members. As you know by now, it is critical that we hear from each of our panel members. 
Very recently, the last survey in our national study on legislative ethics was faxed to ES ^ Namej.
As the contact person, you can help us tremendously by doing the following:
1. Let BfKfjMNam&'j know how much that we regret such time restraints that were placed on this last 
phase of the study.
2. If the completed Questionnaire # 3...or at least the Summary Response Form included in this 
transmission will not be faxed (504 767-1913) to our office by 5:00 P.M. Central Standard 
tomorrow (October 23), could you please call me (504 767-1918) and let me know.
3. Thank You for your help in this matter, some how when this study is concluded we will in a more 
formal way express our appreciation for your role in this study.
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legislative leaders. Currently he serves on a national ethics commission.
Ken is married to Gloria Johnston Ward, and they reside in Baton Rouge, 
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